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(xii) 
FOREWORD BY PROF. KARL H. POTTER 


Itis with great pleasure that | confront still another of Professor 
B. N. K. Sharma's immensely valuable publications on Dvaita 
Vedanta. In tackling Jayatirtha's mammoth Nyayasudha he has 
surely committed himself to another lifetime's work.We are fortunate 
to have in the present Volume, a further extension of the penetrating 
analysis Professor Sharma brings to all his writings, of which 
there are a vast number. (The list at the end of this volume 
hardly begins to amount to a proper bibliography of his writings. 
These are only a portion of the monographs; he has written 
a vast number of articles and other papers as well.) 


As those acqainted with the first part of the present translation 
will recognise, Prof. Sharma gives here much more than a 
translation. He has in fact provided what only a master teacher 
can provide, an in-depth analysis of the very heart of the work 
in all its considerable detail. He is a most lively master teacher 
as well - he not only elucidates the meaning of the text, but 
rebuts those who rush ahead without the proper foundations 


on which to attempt their task (as his rebuttal of John Plott's 
opinions illustrates). 


Those of us who are devoting ourselves to preserving and 
disseminating the thought of classical Indian philosophers are 
much in B. N. K. Sharma's debt, for it is he almost alone who 
has managed to explain the intricate analyses of Madhva and 
the Dvaita philosophers, so that we who do not easily read the 
original works can appreciate their profundity. We can only hope 
that Prof. Sharma is able to complete his monumental task. 


Karl H. Potter 
University of Washington Chief Editor, 


1st March, 2000 Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies. 


(xiii) 
AUTHOR'S PREFACE 


This work is a continuation of the first part of my English 
rendering of the first five adhikaranas of the Nyayasudha of 
Jayati rtha (Pancadhikarani) published by the Raghvendra Ashram 
Mallesvaram, Bangalore in 1995. It begins with the 
Anandamayadhikarana of Adhyaya | and covers the text of the 
Nyayasudha to the end of all the four Padas of the entire. | 
Adhyaya, called Samanvaya Adhyaya, The Nyayasudha is in the 
nature of an exposition of Acarya Madhva's companion volume 
to his Bhasya on Brahmasütras. It is a highly condensed work 
in verses and skips many adhikaranas of the B. Sutras. It 
supplements the Bhasya and reinforces his own interpretations, 
where necessary, with additional arguments explanation and textual 
criticism, covering the interpretations of the relevant sütras and 
adhikaranas as propounded in the Bhasyas of Sankara and 
occasionally of those of Bhaskara. Ramanuja and others. The 
A.V. is not a routine explanatory work. It is a critical exhilarating 
exposition of both the Siddhanta and rival interpretations and 
is by and large problem - oriented. My work is a summary of 
the salient features of the Nyayasudha and its original, with 
necessary abridgement of both the expository and argumentative 
sides of the texts without loss of continuity of thought. 


Besides the Siddhanta interpretations of the Dvaita School 
and its criticisms of the interpretations ofthe Sutras and adhikaranas 
Sariras of the other schools, the N. S. discusses intensively 


many a problem of traditional Logic Epistemology and Meta- 


physics of other schools and exposes their weakness, upholding 
the siddhanta views in place of them. Here we find. exhaustive, 
acute scholarly analytical discussions of the views of many great 
early thinkers of the Nyayavaisesika. the Sankhya, Mimamsa, 


Advaita and other schools. Its critical interest extends to the 


(xiv) 


views of the grammatical schools and Alankara Sastras as well. 
The text of the N. S. runs to 24000 granthas (units of 32 syllables). 
It is a voluminous work of exhaustive thought content. 


While adhering to the text of the N. S., | have thought it 
fit to enlarge its scope in respect of the scholarly discussions 
of the theory of the Brahmopadanavada and Brahmaparinàma 
in their new oritentations, developed by and found in the works 
of Vallabha. Srikantha and other commentators on the B. S. 
and particularly the "Sphurtivada" of Jnanadeva, the philosopher 
- Saint of Maharashtra and a junior contemporary of Madhvacarya, 
developed by him in his famous Marathi work "Amrtanubhava". 
Some modern scholars writing on Ramanuja's conception of "Cit" 
and "Acit" (matter and jiva) as constituting the body of B in 
an inseparable relation (Aprthaksiddhi) have accused Madhva 
of over-emphasising B's transcendence as against its immanence 
in Cit and Acit, in a body and soul relation. This charge against 
Madhva' Philosophy has been advanced by Prof. John C. Plott 
in his "Philosophy of Devotion" (Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi, 1974, 
p. 72). He has insisted that the theory of immanence should 
be taken quite literally as a physical embodiment according 
to Ramanuja in the sense of a 'unified relation'. He has therefore 
chargedMadhva of "completely" "evading" the aspect of immancee 
in Ramanuja's sense. "For Madhva, the transcendental nature 
of God is everything." (P. 49). "He refuses to take the Sarira 
-idea literally but rather as an extension of Independence and 


Still in the sense of transcendence of God, even in this all- 
pervasiveness" (p. 72). 


| have brought to light for the first time that Ramanuja himself 
has literally admitted in his commentary on BS. |. 1. 31 that 
one of the three types of Upasana of B. referred to in BS. 
| 1. 31 consists in Upasana of B in its own intrinsic aspect 
: Paramátmana Eva Svakarena Upasana. without its inseparable 
adjuncts of Cit and Acit (See P. 72). 
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This express statement of Ramanuja in his SriBhasya and 
in his Vedanta Dipa should be enough to show Prof. Plott that 
Ramanuja too, in the end, has to subscribe to the concept of 
B in its overall aspect of trascendence only. Otherwise Ramanuja's 
use of the term Svakarena meaning Upasana of B in its own 
intrinsic nature, apart from its being viewed as 
"Jiva-Sariraka and Pradhàna Sariraka" would be untenable and 
will have to be given up. Prof. Plott should therefore give serious 
thought to this aspect of the matter and withdraw his charge 
against Madhva. 


The readers will find in this present Vol. of the NS exhaustive 
and perspicacious discussions of many intricate problems of 
all Theistic philosophy in generaland some with particular reference 
to Indian philosophy and Vedanta. They have all been sorted 
out and solved by the Acarya, in the best possibe manner. 


The tantalising brevity of M's literary style both in prose and 
verse, has been more than made up for by the measured and 
gracefule/oquenceof Jayatirtha by giving it, the necessary amplitude 
of utterance. Indeed, J's ability to see through the nooks and 
corners of M's mind is amazing in its clairvoyance, as can be 
seen from a close study of his commmentaries on M. 


It gives me immense pleasure that Prof. Karl H. Potter of 
the Washington University, Seattle, has added a new dimension 
to the work with his perspective Foreword for which | am very 
much indebted to him. 


| owe my first inspiration to dedicate my life and career to 
an indepth study and research in Dvaita Vedanta and place 
their results before the modern academic forum, both national 
and international, so that they may, in course of time, form part 
of a Global Philosophy, which is in the offing, to my first meeting 
with H. H. Sri Satyadhyana Tirtha of the Uttaradi Mutt, the most 
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revered, learned, dynamic and far-sighted of the Madhva 
Pithadhipatis of his times. | met him in 1929 when | was doing 
my M. A. course in Sanskrit in the Presidency College, Chennai. 
| had approached him when he was camping in Tirupati, with 
a textual problem about the status of the slokas explanatory 
of the Màndükya Upanisad, about which there has been a protracted 
controversy in modern times between the Dvaita and Advaita 
Schools. The Svamiji confronted me with an off-hand quotation 
from S's Vivekacüdamani, confirming the Dvaita view and urged 
me to make an intensive study of the entire literature of the 
Advaita, Visistadvaita and other schools to gather fuller evidence 
and report to him from time to time. | have done his bidding. 
The international community of Indologists is now seized of the 
results of many years of my Research work on the subject. 
The Svamiji did not live to see the final results of my Research 
work, as he passed away in 1942. 


However, looking back at this distance of time, on the sum 
total of my published works till now. | feel satisfied that | have 


been able to fulfil the great expectations which the illustrious 
Svamiji had entertained of me. 


| take it now, that the acceptance of this volume on N.S. 
by the Sri Uttaradi Mutt (Visva Madhva Mahaparisat) for publication, 
by the present Svamiji of the Mutt, fourth in succession 
from his illustrious predecessor, the young and enthusiastic Sri 
Satyatma Tirtha, the rising star in the firmament of the Dvaita 
school is proof enough that | have completely fulfilled the 
expectations of the venerable Satyadhyana Tirtha. The present 
Svamiji has also been gracious enough to bless this volume 
with a valuable Foreword in Sanskrit. | can only express my 
deepest sense of gratitude to him for his great act of kindness, 


affection and interest, by offering my humble prostrations at his 
holy feet. 
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The text of the Brahmasutras is divided into four well-knit 
Adhyayas, each with four quarters (Padas). Each Pada has its 
own governing thought (Padopadhi) falling under the scope of 
the main topic of the Adhyayas concerned. Each Pada is made 
up of a number of adhikaranas (topics) which varies according 
to exigencies. 


Broadly speaking, the first Adhyaya is intended to establish 
the true nature and attributes of the supreme Brahman, the subject 
matter of the Brahma Mimamsa Sastra : Brahmasvarüpanirnaya. 
The second stabilises the Sütrakara's findings about them by 
disposing of all possible objections based either on independent 
reasoning or the findings of other schools of thought opposed 
to Vedànta Daréana or seeming internal contradictions within 
the source marterials of the Sutras. The third Adhyaya is concerned 
with the means of realisation of such a Brahman thro' successive 
stages of Sadhanas of Vairagya, Bhakti, Upásana and direct 
vision (aparoksa). The last Adhyaya deals with Liberation (Moksa) 
after shedding all residual Karma, Utkranti thro; Devayana, the 
mode of merger of the Devas, the route and the nature of 
blessedness and enjoyment of the bliss of selfhood and communion 
with the Supreme. 


The stage is now set for the actual demonstration of the 
promised "Sam-anyaya", in its twin aspects of entirety of the 
range of the source materials (Sastra) and primary connotation, 
in the rest of the first Adhyaya : Tam eva samanvayam prakatayati 
Anandamayo abhyasad ityadina samastena Adhyayena prayena 
(M. BSB. i, 1,12) 


The unprovablility of the Advaitin's assumption of the utter 
inexpressibility of B. by any words of scripture (Avacya) and 


2 Introduction 


the total banishment of Jadaprakrti as the material cause of 
the universe, ffom the portals of the Sruti as ASabdam, have 
naturally led to Madhva's formulating anew scheme and technique 
of Samanvaya of Sastra in B. in the fullest and hightest primary 
sense of the words of scripture, without depriving the value 
and validity of the texts of the Karma and Devata Kandas or 
the existence and functioning of the Adhibhuta and other Tattvas 
of finite reality, in their respective spheres and milieu in their 
commonly accepted conventional primary senses, of the words 
of scripture. 


As Advaita - B. is conceived as Nirvi$esa and absolutely 
inexpressible by words, all talk of Samyak-Anvaya (Samanvaya) 
of Sastra in B. would be a mockery. To seek the help of Laksana 
Vritti for Samanvaya in a B. which is Nirve$esa would be a 
logical impossibility, as no Laksana can operate in respect of 
an entity which is absolutely inexpressible and unexpressed by 
any word whatsoever : 


‘Sarva Sabda-avacyasya Laksana-ayukteh’, 
as Madhva rightly points out. 


As Scriptures are a body of texts - a Sabdarasi, a three 
- fold classification of their statements to be exegetically correlated 
to B. into Anyatra, Ubhayatra and Anyatraiva prasiddha will be 
logically the most appropriate means of carrying out their 
Samanvaya in B., so emphatically postulated by the words of 
the 4th Sutra 'Tattu Samanvayat'. 


The internal evidence of the first Adhyaya leaves no room 
for doubt that the range of survey is not limited to the ten or 
twelve Upanisads, but embraces the Pre-Upanisadic and Post 
Upanisadic source materials also. This is more Strikingly seen 
in the third and fourth Adhyayas. Looking at the manner in which 
this exegetical correlation is carried out in a large number of 
adhikaranas, such as the Anandamaya, Akása, Prana, Jyotis, 
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Gayatri, Guhàm  pravistau, Antaryam, ^ Vaisvánara, 
Dyubhvadyayatana, Bhuma, Aksara, Avyakta, Pancajana and 
Prakrti, it is clear that the purpose of this Samanvaya is to 
secure the maximum extent and utmost range of referential 
integration of the entire thought-content of Scriptural passages 
with B., primarily and in the first place and only secondarily, 
in respect of the three categories of words, phrases and passages 
andtheir thought content of the source materials to other principles 
and Devatas of limited jurisdiction and other entities belonging 
to the realm of Aparatattvas (finite reality) which are a/so referred 
to there, in their ordinary conventionally accepted senses of 
those terms and descriptions. This dual way of Samanvaya calls 
for the adoption of a bifocal approach and a dual Vrtti (conno- 
denotational reference) in terms of "Parama-mukhyavrtti" (highest 
reach of primary and plenary application of terms) and a simple 
conventional primary sense of the words in their worldly acceptance 
(Mukhyavrtti). The former partakes of the nature of the 'usage 
‘of the learned and the initiate" (Vidvad-rüdhi) and Mahayoga 
(intensive etymologisation). Since in the opinion of the 
Sütrakàra not only human beings but the Devas too (celebrated 
in the Srutis are accepted as aspirants for Moksa thro' Brahman 
knowledge, (B. S. 1.3.26-33) itis such intensive form of Samanvaya 
on the basis of Vidvadrüdhi and Mahayoga in the highest primary 
sense of words that is contemplated by the Sütrakára by making 
room at the same time for different levels of Adhikarins gods, 
risis and men to suit their calibre.? 


Pursuant to these objectives, words in the Scriptural texts 
chosen for Samanvaya referring to principles and entities are 
broadly classified under three heads of their wording 
1) Anyatraprasiddha 2) Ubhayatraprasiddha and 3) 
Anyatraivaprasiddha. Others which are exclusively accepted as 
applicable only to the Supreme Being (Tatraivaprasiddha) do 
not call for any Samanvaya. 
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1) Anyatraprasiddha are those which while not generally found 
associated in the Scriptures with B. as their referent and are 
at the same time generally found associatied with principles 
or entities and beings other than Brahman, as for example 
Akasa, Jyoti, Anandamaya, Annamaya, etc. 


2) Ubhyatraprasiddhas are those which are found applied in 
the Srutis and in worldly usage alike both to Brahman and other 
principles and entities (E.g. Aksara Vai$vanara) 


3) Anyatraivaprasiddhas are those which prima facie cannot 
at all be referred to B. on account of insuperable obstacles 
of various kinds and are therefore usually found associated with 
things and principles other than B. in the Srutis themseves as 
for example Pancajana, Prakrti, Jiva etc. 


These three types of words are again distinguished as 
Nàmatmakasabdas (substantives associated with some attribute 
(Gunisamanyavacaka) and appellatives associated with some 
distinctive mark of inference (Lingatmaka) e.g. Aditi .Guham 
pravistau etc. 


The first group of words is given precedence, because for 
purposes of Samanvaya in B. in the fullest primary sense, it 
would be sufficientto establish that much, leaving their association 
with other principles or entities undisturbed, as the Samanvaya 
contemplated is only in the highest primary sense of the terms. 
As the number of Padas in each Adhyaya is fixed at four, the 
Namatmaka and Lingatmakasabdas are dealt with separately 
only of the Anyatraprasiddha category. In the other Pàda the 
Ubhayatraprasiddha Nama and Lingatmaka words are conjointly 
dealt with in one and the same Pada. As the Samanvaya of 
Anyatraivaprasiddha words offer special difficulties which call 
for special exegetical techniques of Samanvya in respect of the 
affliation of apellative basis of the terms (pravrttinimitta) of such 
terms in Brahman in their highest primary sense, they are taken 
up last. 


NYAYASUDHA = 


It is such a systematic Samanvaya, in its twin senses of 
entirety of range of Scripture (kartsnyena) and in the fullest 
primary sense (Parama-mukhyavriti) in principle, based on the 
usage of the initiate (vidvadrudhi) and intensive etymology 
(Mahayoga) indicated by the two senses of the prefix "Sam" 
- that is being carried out by the Sütrakara by way of illustration 
with typical instances rather than exhaustively, keeping in mind 
the different levels of aspirants like Devas Rsis and men. The 
saving feature of such a "Mahasamanvaya", as the Acarya calls 
it, is that it does not in any way affect or deprive the 
Karmakanda and the Mantra and Devatà Kandas of the Vedic 
corpus of their basic values and validity and their distinctive 
status in their own milieu, notwithstanding their Samanvaya in 
B in their highest connodenotative application. The Grammar 
of Samanvya in the primary sense is explained in the 
Samakarsa adhikarana of the fourth Pada (i,4,16-22) from various 
angles. It will be appreciated that such bifocal approach to 
Samanvaya carried out by the Sütrakàra (according to Madhva) 
takes us to the highest peaks of the philosophical thought - 
content of the Vedasastra as a whole as "Brahma-Vidyà" par 
excellence, while at the same time preserving the identity and ' 
sanctity of the Karma and Devatà Kàndas at their fullest face 
value, without denigrating them in any way as relevant only to 
the transactions of an illusory world of "appearance" let loose 
by Avidya, to be liquidated by the knowledge of B. 


Other Commentators on the Sutras known to us have all of 
them been content with confining the Samanvaya in the Sutras 
to the major Upanisads alone. This tends to perpetuate the Myth 
and the misconception and the grave injusticedone to the inspiring 
Süktas of the Vedic Rsis addressed by them to the same Supreme 
Brahman called Ekam Sat, as the bearer of all the names of 
the various gods such as Indra, Mitra Agni and so on as their 
Antaryami. The misconception that the Karma and Devata Kandas 
are incapable of being brought under the mainstream of 
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Brahmasamanvaya of all Srutis and $àstras and are to be kept 
out of the scope of Samanvaya in B. and keeping them out 
for ever, as documents of Polytheism is shared by Western 
Orientalists also. Even traditionally, such a narrow view is repugnant 
to the high status of the Vedas as Apauruseya 
Pramana and the Sastrayonitva of brahman proclaimed by the 
Sütrakàra and accepted by Sankara too in defining Sàstra as 
"RgVedadi" which according to the Chan, Up itself are the "breath" 
of the Supreme Brahman. 


According to Sankara, the scheme of Samanvaya is : Pada 
| deals with words and passages having clear marks of reference 
to B. (spasta Brahmalinga) while Padas 2 and 3 deal with others 
which do not have such clear marks, the difference being due 
to their relevance to Saguna and Nirguna Brahmans. Such a 
classification is open to many overlappings, as there are passages 
of Spastabrahmalinga in Padas 2 and 3 also and the distinction 
of B. into Savisesa and Nirvisesa is unauthentic. As a matter 
of fact all lingas taken into account for Samanvaya in the passages 
chosen for Samanvaya are "not clear" and decisive (aspasta) 
tillthey are shown to be Spasta by the principles of interpretation 
advanced by the Sutrakara. Hence, the division based on spasta 
and aspasta Brahmalingas is not logical. In Pada 4, according 
to Sankara's way of interpretation, there is no direct Samanvaya 
of the passages in question in Brahman, as required by the 
terms of the Samanvaya Sūtra : Tattu Samanvayat. The passages 
discussed by him are neither aligned with Prakrti nor with Brahman 
but to Aniravacaniya - Maya. The purpose of Samanvaya is a 
positive alignment of passages in dispute with Brahman and 
Brahman alone. Sankara's performance in this Pada fails to Satisfy 
this acid test. 


A very important point to be noted in regard to Samanvaya 
is that it is intended to be illustrative of the thesis and not 
exhaustive, as the range and extent of the source materials 
are vast (ananta). Of necessity then, the Passages selected 
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for Samanvaya are typical and illustrative, admitting of extension 
of reference (upalaksana) according to the governing principles 
of the adhikaranas coming within the purview of the respective 
Padas and their adhikaranas. For example, the Samanvaya of 
the term Anandamaya in Taitt.Up. includes the Samanvaya of 
parallel texts from the Vadhula Sakha of the Yayur Veda, apart 
from involving the Samanvaya of Annamaya, Pranamaya and 
others in the series, by parity of reasoning. By definition the 
Sütras are Vi$vatomukha (multifaced) applicable to many 
Sakhas. Similarly, the last adhikarana of Pada | covers parallel 
pasages from the Ait.Aranyaka and the Kausitaki Upanisad alike. 
The Samanvaya of a term Akaga in adhi.8 applies to all 
Adhibhüta tattvas like Prithvi, àpah. Adhi.7 dealing with 
Adhidaivatattvas includes all the Adhidaiva contexts. As a 
Tantrayukti the principle of Upalaksana (extension of reference) 
plays a considerable part in the interpretation of a Sütra work, 
besides other technical devices like avriti, anuvrtti, utkarsa, 
apakarsa etc resorted to by commentators. 


The Sütrakára begins his demonstration of the thesis of 
Samanvaya with the Anandamayadhikarana, which takes its name 
from the Samanvaya of the term Anandamaya in a crucial passage 
from the Brahmavalli of the Taitt. Up. (extending it to others 
in the same location). The Bhrguvalli of the same Upanisad is 
also closely and intimately connected with it and the two together 
form one Vidyà. The words Annamaya, Pranamaya Manomaya 
occur in both. The latter (Bhrguvalli) provides an elucidatory 
background for the first thro’ a dialogue (akhayika) between Varuna 
and his son Bhrgu. The unity and identity of these two 
Vidyàs is confirmed by the identical way in which the enlightened 
soul, after getting rid of its physical body and leaving the mortal 
world once for all (asmallokat pretya) is said to reach 
(upasamkramati) one after the other, the Annamaya-Atma, the 
Pranamaya, Manomaya, Vijnanamaya and Anandamaya, 
successively (ii,8; iii, 10, 5) and go about the heavenly regions, 
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singing holy Sàmas in ecstasy : havu havu havu. This clearly 
establishes that the Anandamaya is the goal, the journey's end 
and the final realisation. 


As the Brahmavalli opens with a clear assurance that the 
knower of B attains it for sure, an express statement to that 
effect is naturally expected to be made at the end. It cannot 
be leftto be gathered indirectlyin the wake of the knower reaching 
the Anandamaya of which the Nirvisesa - Brahman is said to 
be a minor limb or supporting base of Anandamaya as Sankara 
tells us : Anandamayopasankramananirdesenaiva 
pucchapratistha - bhüta Brahmaprapteh phalasya niyatatvat. 


If, as has been contended by S. that all the five members 
of the series in Valli Ill i are nothing but physical sheaths (kosas) 
of those names in the body of man, it makes no sense to say, 
as does iii, 10;5, that after leaving the mortal world once for 
all, the Jnanin reaches the Annamaya, Pranamaya etc one by 
one and after reaching the Anandamaya finally goes about the 
heavenly regions singing Samans in ecstasy. As each one of 
the Kosas has to be left behind once for all, while departing 
from the mortal world, how can the knower of B, be said to 
reach what he has already left behind? Grammatically, the verb 
upasamkramatiin anandamayam upasamkramati cannot possibly 
mean atikramati (goes beyond) anandamaya. Here, S. is obliged 
to adopt a very devious explanation of Asmallokat pretya (after 
departing from the world) to mean that the Self after leaving 
the mortal body and this world, gradually reaches the pure self 
(Nirvikalpam atmanam evam kramena upasamkramya viditva) 
and looks back upon the kosas he has left behind without identifying 
the gross forms of Annamaya, Pranamaya etc any more as identical 
with his own self as before. He now perceives them as having 
no other existence apart from the self : Asmallokat pretya 
pratyavrtya Nirapekso bhitva visayajatam pindatmano vyatiriktam 
na pasyati - Taiit. Bhasya). The difficulty here is that Pretya 


is syntactically connected with a Preceding word (asmat 
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lokat). It cannot mean all that S. has tried to read between 
the lines "asmállokat pretya" and "Etat Sama gayan"., by 
interpolating a reference to the soul's philosophical looking back 
at what had been left behind. He also says that after reaching 
the Anandamaya, the knowing self finally reaches the indeterminate 
self (Nirvikalpa). But the text makes no such statement of going 
beyond Anandamaya as it uses the finite verb Anandamayam 
Upasankramati to mark the journey's end. The statement that 
'the jnani becomes fearless' (Abhayam gatah) and feels contented 
on reaching the Anandamaya and finds Supreme felicity and 
goes about singing Samans and dancing forever afterwards, speaks 
for itself. 


The distant manner of reference to Sa Va Esa (that Purusa) 
as Annarasamayah with the adjucnt rasa » (sara) » inserted 
in between anna and maya indicate strongly that Purusa referred 
to by the demonstrative pronoun (Sa esa) must be the Supreme 
B. with which theValli opens and whose realisation is recommended 
for the attainment of self-fulfilment and lasting bliss and which 
has been further said to have initiated the whole of Cosmic 
evolution beginning with the genesis of Akasa, Vayu etc down 
to Osadhis and the emergence of the’ embodied self from food. 
The term Atman'in the preceding sentence - "From that 
(tasmad) Atman of this description (etasmad) - referring to the 
terms of its definition and to its being the goal of realisation, 
has therefore to be referred to the supreme B. The embodied 
self is itself the last in the chain of evolution and it cannot 
claim to be referred to by the terms Sa va esa puruso 
"Annarasamayah." 


Sankara's commentary on the Taitt. Up. passage in question 
under the Sutra Karanatvena ca akasadisu (B. S. i.4,14) 
runs : Even tho' there is or may be some discrepancy in the 
order of the Tattvas created by the supreme B. in the Upanisads, 
it is however the same B. taught in the Vedantic texts as the 
all knowing Ruler of all, the inner self of all, one without a 
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second as the final cause. The same B. of that same nature 
and attributes is being referred to as the Cause of Cosmic evolution 
in every other vedantic text also, as for example in "Satyam 
Jnanam anantam and the subsequent reference to the One who 
entertains the desire to create as the intelligent Being (Cetayitr) 
not subject to inpulsion by any other Being (aparaprayojya) this 
B. has been definitely established as the uniform cause - Let 
me become many and generate (bahu syam prajàyeya)" 


We are thus within our rights and in conformity with the Taitt. 
Up. in taking the stand that contextually, the expression 
Tasmad và etasmad Atmana Akagas sambhutah is intended to 
refer to the Supreme Being itself defined as Satyam jnanm. 
The description of Brahman saying to itself Let me become many 
and create cannot therefore be taken to referto an illusory creation 
or illusory transformation of B. into the appearance of Akasa, 
Vayu, etc. For, physical transformation of B. is impossible as 
it is Unchanging. And as an illusory transformation of oneself 
is never known to be consciously and voluntarily entered into 
by any sentient Being. It has got to be admitted that Cosmic 
Evolution from Akasa to food (annam) and the embodied self 
nourished by food is initiated by the Supreme B. and not by 
the individual self of man which is itself a product of the evolution. 
It is simple logic then that the Purusa referrecd *o as Sa va 
esa Puruso Amna-rasa-mayah by the Upanisad must be the 
originator of the Evolution and not one of its products. For, after 
having referred to the embodied self as the last of the evolutionary 
chain as Annat Purusah it is needless and superfluous to qualify 
it again with the infixed adjunct rasa (as Anna-rasa-mayah). The 
Purusa born of mere food (Annat Purusha) could straightway 
be connected with the limbs ascribed to him : Tasya Idam eva 
Sirah etc. The qualification by the adjunct of rasa being otherwise 
needless confirms the position that it is intended to distinguish 


the embodied self born of ordinary food (annat Purusah) from 
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the Supreme Being who has entered into the embodied self 
as in the case of Akasa and other things created by It 
(tat srstva tad eva anupravisat (ii,6). 


It deserves to be noted that the ground has already been 
prepared for the proper identification of the Person referred to 
as Annarasa-mayah by the special etymological explanation given 
by the Taitt. text itself of "Annam" as "that which is eaten by 
beings and also eats them up" (adyate atti ca bhutani 
tasmad annam tad ucyate). The two parts of this definition go 
together and cannot be separated. The food eaten by beings 
does not eat them up and Annam is therefore inapplicable to 
them. The Supreme Being can be fittingly described as Annam 
in the sense of its being the mainstay ("Upajivya") of all created 
beings (sarvabhutopajivyam). The supreme B. is also the Devourer 
of all that it has created, at the time of Pralaya : Sa yadyad 
eva asrjata tat tad attum adhriyata sarvam va atti tad etad aditer 
adititvam (Brh. Up. 1.2., 5). The Katha Up. (1,2,25) referes to 
B. as Yasya brahma ca ksatram ca ubhe bhavata odanah and 
Mrtyu as pickles. Understood in this deeper sense, there will 
be no difficulty in appreciating how the manifestation of Brahman 
in the Annamaya Purusa can be identified with the Brahman 
as such. With the suffix ‘maya’ given the sense of superabundance, 
all the five members of the series from Annamaya onwards to 
Anandamaya could express the ideas of their being the embodiment 
of the sources of universal sustenance of all living beings, of 
universal Energy (Mahaprana) transcendent thought (mahabodha) 
transcendental understanding Mahavijnana and Mahananda (bliss 
infinite). 

'Sankara's way of interpreting the words attica bhütani applied 
to Annam in the Upanisad as anna-pralyani (merging in food) 
is very weak incomparison with itsSrauta definition, grammatically, 
as the termination *ti* after the root "ad" to eat is used in its 
active sense of the agent (kartr) as food being insentient matter 
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cannot participate or function in bringing about the merger of 
creatures who die of malnutrition or scarcity of food at the end 
of the world and his explanation is also at variance with what 
he himself has to say about the term "Atta" in B.S.i,2,9 Atta 
Caracaragrahanat : Caracaram hi sthavarajanganam 
mrtyüpasecanam iha adyatvena uktam. Paramatma tu vikaraja 
tam samharan sarvam atti iti upapadyate". It is also opposed 
to other texts like Brh. Up. and the reference to the Lord as 
the "Grasisnu in Gita (13.16). His explanation of Annam hi 
bhutanam jyestham" in this connection on the ground of its being 
the first evolute (prathamotpannam) is also at variance with 
Taitt.Up. (ii) where Akàéa is declared to be the first-born as 
also elsewhere in the Chàn Up. vi. 4 where the order of evolution 
starts with Tejo (abannam) with "annam" bringing up the rear. 


The opening words of Valli Il are : The knower of B. reaches 
the Supreme. So it has been said in the Mantra text defining 
B, as Satyam Jnanam anantam. The knower of such a B residing 
in the cave of the heart of beings attains fulfilment of his spiritual 
aspirations in the highest region along with the enlightened Brahma 
(Hiranyagarbha)®. 


After the above succinct definition of Brahman, the text goes 
on to elucidate the meanings of the definiton showing how B. 
is the primary source of all Creation of the world of matter 
and embodied selves, the power which sustainsthem after creation 
and impels them to thought and activity and is the cause of 
the final dissolution of the universe. This is done with the help 
of the three different senses of the root 'Saq' According to 
Dhatupatha the root 'Sad' has three different meanings ofVisarana, 
gati and avasādana (disintegration, movement and dissolution). 
Sat in the abstract sense (bhāvapradhāna) stands for 'Sattvam', 
being or existence as such. Construed with the causal form 
of the root 'yā' (the second part of Satyam), it would give us 
the final form 'satyam' referring to Brahman as the one who 
confers existence on the world of matter and spirits and enables 
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it come into actual pulsating life. Sat in the other sense of 'gati' 
(activity) construed in the same manner with the causal form 
of yà makes it possible for the created world to live (jivanam) 
and to act (pravrtti). Again construed in the same way with the 
root sense of Sad as dissolution, it gives the sense of its being 
dissolved by Brahman at the time of Pralaya. All these three 
facts are reiterated in the definition of Brahman given in the 
Bhrguvalli : Yato va imani bhutani jayante, Yena jatani ji vanti 
yat prayanti abhisamvisanti tad vijijnasava tad Brahma "Here 
the last term "abhisamvisanti" stands for the attainment of 
communion with Brahman in Moksa by the enlightened ones. 
(Cf. Gita : Jnatum drastum ca tattvena pravestum ca). 


Similarly, 'jnanam' in the definition refers to B's possessing 
the transcendental attribute of absolute knowledge of all that 
exists and of its own being and attributes at all times and anantam 
signifies its freedom from all limitations of number of its sovereign 
attributes. (anantagunam). Suchis the depth of meaningcontained 
in the three simple-looking words of the definition Satyam Jnanam 
anantam Brahma, in the eyes of the Upanisadic seers. 


Immediately after giving this definition of B., the Upanisad 
introduces the topic of Cosmic Evolution beginning with the 
genesis of Akasa followed by the other great elements one after 
the other under the impulsion exercised by the same Brahman 
by entering into each of them as stated in the Upanisad itself. 
The chain is complete when, nourished by food produced by 
the Osadhis, the embodied self emerges into life on earth. 


This should enable any thoughtful student of the Upanisad 
to understand that the definition of B. given at the outset as 
Satyam jnanam anantam, has everything to do with bringing 
home to us the nature of Divine Majesty in relation to the world 
of matter and spirits, its life and career. The recital of the history 
of Cosmic evolution and unfoldment would be meaningful and 
relevant onlyif the terms of the definition are properly understood 
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and construed accordingly as positing that B. is real and actual 
source of the existence, knowability and functioning 
(sattàpratitipravrttinimittam) of all finite reality. To understand 
the definition otherwise that B. is only the opposite of whatever 
is unreal, ignorant and limited and making the world created 
by B. a mere appearance superimposed on B. by one's 
beginningless Ignorance, as it has come to be by the Advaita 
school and most of our modern scholars following it b/indly, is 
to miss both the richness and depth of thought - content of 
the recital of the grand Cosmic Evolution in the Taitt. Up. and 
the thrilling accents of the recital. Such an interpretation would 
be out of tune with the contextual consistency of what follows 
the definition, at Brahman's initiative. No wonder Prof. Bradley 
Mathosky sadly confesses that it is "hard to deny that there 
is any proper linkage in Sankara between B. and the world and 
the relation between B. and Isvara, when all the texts have been 
examined-". 


(y (p «y 


1. Cf. also Brh. Up. 1. 4. 9 
2. Antahprakasah bahihprakasah Sarvaprakasah 


3. Cf.Brahmana saha te sarve samprapte pratisancare 
Parasyante krtatmanah pravi$anti param padam 
iti smrtirapi etam artham anujanati. (S. BSB. iv. 3, 11) 
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ANANDAMAYADHIKARANA 
IN THE BRAHMASUTRAS 


ey 


By common consent among followers of the Vedanta system, 
the Brahmasutras hold an authoritative position as Nirnayaka 
Sastra in respect of the Nirneya Sastras comprising the Vedic 
heritage in determining the nature and import of their teachings 
in regard to Para Vidya, by applying the canons of interpretation 
and exegesis embodied in the Sutras themselves and the 
nyayas of the Purvamimamsa : Vedantavakyanihi Sutrair 
udahrtya vicaryante. Vakyarthavicaradhyavasana hi brahmavagatih 
(S.BSB. i, 1.2). This explains why all the system-builders of 
Vedanta have made it a point to write their own commentaries 
on the Sutras and establish their credentials. The authoritative 
character of the Sutras has been endorsed by the words of 
the Gita also referring to them as "well reasoned" (hetumadbhih) 
and decisive (vinisitaih). 


We may therefore take a look at the Sutrakara's way of approach 
to the present topic from the Taitt. Up. We have already seen 
in the Introduction, how the II valli after making a pronouncement 
that the knower of B. attains lasting happiness after liberation 
from the cycle of births, defines B. as Satyam, jnànam, anantam 
and closely follows it up with an impressive elucidatory recital 
of Cosmic Evolution set in motion by the Supreme Being beginnig 
with Akasa and others and ending with Osadhis and the embodied 
self nourished by food : Annát Purusah. The next section speaks 
of that Anna-rasa-mayah purusah and describes his various limbs 
as well as of four others Pràna, Manah, Vijnana and Ananda 
who are introduced under the names of Annamaya, Pranamaya, 
etc. As the theme of this Valli is Brahman, as we have seen, 
it stands to reason that these five are intended to be taken” 
as the manifestations of B. itself in view of the statement made 
in ll. 6 that the Supreme Being after desiring to create the 
world assumed many forms to enter into each of them. While 
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mentioning the respective limbs of these Manifestations of B. 
as above, the text refers to the supreme Brahman as one such 
Limb "the Puccha" lit. the "tail" (feet or supporting base) of 
Anandamaya, as S explains it. 


Apropos of the opening statement Brahmavidapnoti Param 
and its definition as Satyam Jnànam Anantam followed by the 
recital of Cosmic Evolution beginning with the creation of 
Akása and other Tattvas ending with the embodied self, into 
each of which the Upanisad says, B. entered by assuming 
appropriate forms, the Sutrakara naturally regards the Annamaya, 
Pranamaya and others as representing these Forms of B. present 
in the various Ko$as of the body of the embodied self, energising 
them from within. 


Prima facie, the main difficulty against accepting these five 
Forms as manifestations, of B. itself is the presence of the suffix 
maya' after each of these words Annamaya Pranamaya etc which 
is generally current in the sense of a modification of a substance. 
As Brahman is not subject to modification, how can these Forms 
be B. No doubt the dificulty is a genuine one. And the 
Sütrakara could not have been oblivious of it. And he has actually 
come out with a ‘sufficient’ reason in support of his finding that 
in as much as the Sruti itself declares that B. has assumed 
many forms to enter into all the created entities (as we have 
seen) the suffix Maya should be understood in a sense compatible 
with Brahman's unchanging nature and essence, in other words 
in the 'sense of superabundance of what is indicated by the 
terms Anna, Prana, Manah, Vijnana and ananda in describing 
them. The first hurdle is thus removed by Sutra 13.4 little reflection 
would show that the Sütrakára must have had a very good reason 
to pitch upon Anandamaya to bring all the five under the Scope 
of the sense of superabundance of the suffix maya proposed 
by him instead of fixing his attention on the first word in the 
series viz. Annamaya. It is easy enough to raise the objection 
(as has been done by S.) Annamayadinam api tarhi 
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Bramatvaprasangah) that if Maya suffix in Anandamaya should 
mean superabundance and not modification of essence, then 
Annmaya and the other four also would have to be recognised 
as Forms of B. It does not seem to have occurred to those 
who raise such an objection or point of order against the wording 
of the Sūtra Anandamayobhyasat that the Sütrakáàra was a more 
farsighted self consistent Logician than any of them in fully 
accepting the logical consequence of having to admit the Annamaya 
and others also to be forms of Brahman in keeping with the 
statement of the Sruti : Tat srstvà tad anupravisat. It will be 
seen that there are two formidable difficulties in the way of 
Samanvaya of this particular text from the Taitt. Up. in Brahman. 
The first, one of the use of Mayat is common to all the five 
forms. But "Anandamaya" presents an even more formidable 
obstacle in that the way in which the Supreme Brahman is celebrated 
in the opening line as Brahma apnoti Param and further defined 
as Satyam Jnanam anantam has been found denigrated, as it 
seems, by being described as the "Puccha" (lit."tail") or a limb 
of "Anandamaya" himself. This raises the awkward question — 
which is to be known by the seeker - the body (Anandamaya) 
or its tail? And are not the body and the tail different? Is not 
the whole Anandamaya greater than its petty limb (Brahman)? 
. By concentrating and focussing attention on the "Anandamaya" 
the Sütrakára has shown a keener sense of responsibility (than 
some of his critics have given him credit for) and hits two birds 
at one shot. The only possible objection that could be brought 
up against Anandamaya being accepted as B. over and above 
that of the one based on the use of the suffix Maya is the 
one raised by Sankara that one and the same Brahman cannot 
be regarded as the whole and the part thereof : Tatha sati tad 
eva brahma Anandamayah Avayayi tad eva ca Puccham Brahma 
Avayavah iti asamanjasyat (S. BSB 1,1,19) This loses its force 
when it is kept in mind that Upanisadic philosophy does not 
recognise any internal distinctions part and whole, substance 
and attribute in Brahman in deference to Neha nanasti Kimcana. 
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The Advaita tradition also does not accept any internal 
distintinctions part and whole, substance and attribute in Brahman, 
as can be verified from its interpretation of the term "EKAM" 
in Ekam eva Advitiyam".' Hence, there can be no valid objection 
to accepting both the Anandamaya and the Puccha-Brahman 
to be one and the same Brahman. There is thus no possibility 
of conflict of opinion between Sruti and Sütra in accepting the 
Sutrakara's stand that Anandamaya and all the rest in the same 
series are Brahman. The precedence given in the wording of 
the Sutra to Anandamaya rests, as we have seen, on the 
complication it presents in addition to the Mayatpratyaya and 
the regard for Alpaksaratva of the Sutra by not going in for 
the wording Annamayadayo Abhyasat, otherwise. 


It may still be argued that the purpose of the Upanisad in 
introducing the teaching about the five Kosas of the Self is just 
to give a progressive definition of Brahman as consisting of 
food, life, mind. Intelligence and joy, to enable the aspirant to 
learn to transcend his identification of the self with the Kosas 
one by one, step by step and realise the Nirvi$esa-Atman. This 
explanation overlooks the fact that a proper definition of Brahman 
has already been given by the Sruti as Satyam, Jnanam, etc 
and its terms have been elucidated by the recital of Cosmic 
Evolution and the entry of the Creator into each one the evolutes 
of which the Kosas of the Jivatman's physical body are the 
last, into which the Supreme has finally manifested itself as 
Annamaya Pranamaya etc. denoted by their names. The direct 
association of Brahman, to be known by the aspirants, with the 
unfolding of the Cosmic Evolution by its own will (So akamayata 
bahusyam) takes away the possibility of regarding such a Brahman 
as "Nirvi$esa". All that apart, as the progressive realisation of 
B's majesty, is so vast in its range, its exposition in parts is 
equally compatible with each preceding part of the instruction 
being as much true instruction about its majesty as the succeeding 
one, all of them without exception being instructions about the 
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same B. and are not to be discarded but amalgamated with 
the succeeding part. For each of the instructions about Annamaya, 
Pranamaya etc. conveys one aspect of the Divine majesty 
Annamaya highlighting its being the sustainer of all Cosmic life 


(Sarvabhutopajivya) - which is what the phrase Adyate 
Bhutaih tasmad Annam is intended to convey in its deeper 
sense. In the same strain, the Upanisad explains the significance 
of Pránamaya saying Ko hvevanyat kah pranyat Yad esa 
akasa, anando na syat. Thus all the five are indeed real instructions 
about B. in one of its aspects to be cherished and attuned to 
the next progressively, giving a fivefold glimpse into the vastness 
of Divine Majesty - revealed in the five planes of human life. 
This positive and meaningful way of disclosing the greatness 
of Divine majesty can be seen in the insturction given to Svetaketu 
thro nine sucessive stages and to Upakosala in four stages in 
the Chandogya Upanisad. 


Sankara is not therefore correct in suggesting that the pupil 
Bhrgu after listening to the first instruction that Annam or matter 
is the explanation of the Universe, appraoches the teacher because 
he feels the first instruction about Annam being B. is not satisfactory 
and similarly also that the other principles of mind, Vijnana etc 
being found unsatisfactory, approaches the teacher for higher 
instruction. Modern scholars like Deussen, Radhakrishnan and 
others simply follow the lead of Sankara. 


Unfortunately for these commentators, the text of the Upanisad 
gives no hint of "dissatisfaction" or sense of inadequacy of the 
different stages of the instruction given, felf by Bhrgu the pupil 
while approching the teacher again as assumed by these 
commentators. On the contrary, the Upanisad clearly says Tad 
Vijnaya punar eva upasasára" which means having understood 
and realised it, he approached the teacher again saying Sir 
Instruct me further. These words - "Tad vijnaya" are repeated 
four times. If the pupil had felt any dissatisfaction about inadequatcy 
of the instruction at all, as alleged by these commentators, we 
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should expect the text to use the right words to convey the 
inadequacy supposed to have been felt by the pupil on reflection. 
Instead, the Sruti simply says Annam brahmetiVyjanat Tad vijnaya". 
He realised that Annam was Brahman and having realised it, 
he went again to the teacher with a request to be instructed 
further. Had the pupil felt the /east sense of inadequacy of the 
teaching given to him about Annam Brahma, the text would have 
made it clear and explicit in some such words: Annam na brahmeti 
vijnaya, Pranam A-brahmeti vijnaya, etc. The Upanisads do not 
mince matters. For example in the parallel case in the Indra- 
Virocana episode in the Chandogya Up. (viii, 9) Indra explicitly 
tells Prajapati from whom he had received the instruction about 
the Atman, on reflection comes back saying Naham atra bhogyam 
pasyami iti sa punar eyaya” (viii, 9). In the absence any such 
internal evidence to support the inadequacy theory in the present 
case and in the presence of contrary evidence (tad vijnaya Annam 
brahmeti vyajanat etc) we have to drop the inadequacy theory 
and seek elsewhere for a viable explanation of the pupil's 
subsequent and repeated approaches. 


A little reflection will show that in keeping with the Upanisadic 
tradition, it is possible to hold that after initiating the pupil into 
the subject of Brahman and placing before him the definition 
of Brahman in terms of Yato va imani bhutani jayante yena jatani 
the teacher impressses on him the need for deep reflection and 
meditation on the truth of his instruction : Tapasa brahma 
vijijnásasva And the pupil after deep reflection and meditation 
is stated to have realised that part of the instruction, Fully pleased 
and satisfied, he comes for futher instruction into the remaining 
aspects. As the majesty of the Supreme Being is unencompassable 
at one stretch, it is imparted in successive stages to suit his 
capacity. Accordingly the pupil after realising the first aspect 
comes to the teacher again to seek his permission for a similar 
instruction, (Chan. Up. IV 5-8) to enter upon the next phase 
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of the instruction and realise it also as successfully as the first 
and so on. The upanisad reflects the pupil's sense of humility 
in approaching the Guru again seeking to be further instructed, 
instead of directly asking him to permit him to take up the next 
stage for meditation which would smack of an assumption of 
independence and egoism on his part. 


Thus understood, there will be no difficulty in interpreting 
every aspect of the teaching Annam Brahma, Pranam Brahma 
etc as referring directly to Brahman, instead of through limping 
empirical substitutes and props to be knocked down as one 
goes on from the one to the other. 


Moreover, the text "He desired, Let Me become many, let 
me create (II, 6) has for its antecedent the Anandamaya mentioned 
in the masculine in ll.5. and not the Puccha-Brahman in the 
neuter subsequent to the Anandamaya as his Limb. As world 
creation is one of the recognised attributes of Brahman and 
none else, the Anandamaya to whom such a creation has been 
ascribed in so akàmayata bahu syam : Sa idam sarvam asrjata 
(ii, 6) must indeed be the supreme Brahman and not the KoSa. 


Sankara has raised some objections against taking Anandamaya 
to be B. One of them is that if Anandamaya is accepted as 
B. along with its Puccha which has been explicitly referred to 
as "Brahman" it would invovle an absurdity and a contradiction 
that Brahman is both the whole and the part of Anandamaya. 
We have already disposed of this objection as inconclusive as 
the Advaita tradition itself is averse to accepting any internal 
distinction (svagatabheda) in B., in spite of the presence of its 
own attributes of Satyam, Jnànam, anantam ascribed to It and 
its own explanation of what Ekam in Ekam eva advitiyam stands 
for. The other objection to the ascription of hands and feet to 
Anandamaya viewed as Brahman also falls under the category 
of internal distinctions and is taken care of thereby. Another 
objection is that assuming that Anandamaya is B. and Maya 
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signifies superabundance of ananda, it would stil! imply the 
co-existence in B. of certain measure of the contradictory attribute 
of pain and suffering in B. as the statement "This village has 
a majority of Brahmins would not rule out the presence of a 
minority of other communities there (pratiyogyalpatva) As pain 
and suffering are incompatible with the nature of B. its identification 
with Anandamaya will have to be given up, and Anandarhaya 
should be summarily dismissed as a KoSa. This objection has 
no logical force. Tho' abundance of a particular attribute or property 
in a given thing is generally connected with the presence of 
a modicum of its opposite, it is not always true or incumbent 
that the rival element must also be considered to be copresent 
in the same locus. That would depend on evidence to that effect. 
In the present case, Anandamaya being by hypothesis, absolutely 
blissful (as B) no such possibility of some amount of pain or 
suffering coexisting in B. with its Ananda is at all conceivable 
The Sruti Pürnam adahPurnam idam will take care of this objection. 
Another objection is the way in which Pranamaya, Manomaya 
etc are referred to as "different" from one another and, the latter 
existing inside the former and so on (ii, 2, 5). The non-acceptance 
of internal distinctions in B. will similarly take care of this. 


Thus, by setting aside Sankara's interpretation of the Adhi, 
entirely and by improving upon those of Ramanuja and others 
who accept Anandamaya alone as Brahman and dismiss the 
others as not-Brahman, the commentary of Madhva besides 
substantiating the position taken by the Sütrakàra without making 
any invidious distinction among the members of the series and 
exposing the Sutrakara's verdict to the charge of violating the 
uniform use of the suffix Maya with reference to all the members 
of the series (ardhajaratiyanyaya), M has done a great service 
in bringing out most vividly, the significance of the grand thesis 
of the Upanisads that the Supreme B. is fully and wholly present 
in each and every phase and part of its creation in every phase 
of Cosmic life in the ascending and descending order and scale 
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of values, without any exception anywhere, even as the 
Sutrakara himself has made it clear in the sutra : karanatvena 
ca akasadisu yathavyapadistokteh (i,4,14) that B. is everywhere 
the Ultimate and the proximate Cause of all, in principle, thro 
its powers of transcendence and immanence in all finite reality. 


As the goal of all spiritual life and endeavor is the discovery 
and experience of the bliss of one's selfhood, which lies dormant 
in the state of Bondage and has to be brought into full manifestation 
in the state of Moksa by the Grace of the Supreme, as expressly 
stated by the Sutrakara himself in Parabhidhyanat tu tirohitam 
tatohyasya bandhaviparyayau (iii, 2, 5)' and in Taitt. Up. ii, 7), 
it is in the nature and fitness of things that the World-Teacher 
Badarayana-Vyasa should have most appropriately commenced 
his Samanvaya of Sastra in B. with laying special emphasis 
on the sublime attribute of "Anandamayatva" of B. side by side 
with its being the source of all universal energisation of beings 
(Pranamaya) the sustaining principle of nourishment Annamaya 
of all living beings: (in the sense of Samastabhutopajivya), the 
source of all knowledge and supreme intelligence everywhere. 
By meditating on B. as possessed of these great cosmic attributes, 
all aspirants to Moksa will be able to recapture their own 
Svarüpananda and other intrinsic attributes. as potential 
Pratibimbas of the Supreme B. The Jivatmans should endeavor 
to realise their measure of Svarüpananda and other attributes 
by the grace of the Bestower of their respective Svarupananda 
(Brh. Up. IV 3, 32). 


It needs a profound philosophical vision and a deep insight 
into the power of the simple-looking words of the Upanisads 
to explore, discover and grasp their deeper meanings and profit 
by them. If with our limitations of understanding, we are unable 
to rise to that height, we may at least desist from debasing 
the profundity of their content by our ineptitude and desist from- 
presuming to improve upon the Sütrakara's findings. 
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It will be seen that besides the members of the annamaya 
series, the Acàrya has brought the Adhyatmic, Adhibhuta and 
otherTattvas like Vak, Caksus, apah, akasa, Osadhi, etc as forming 
part of the evolutionary chain 


Bhutam bhutabhimani ca Taddeho'ntarniyamakah 
HariScakaSaSabdoktah Mukhyato Harir eva ca 

A samantat KaSate yad àkà$o mukhyato Harih 
Balajnanasvarupatvat Vayur, agnir agam nayan 
Apa apalanaccaiva Prithvi prathitatvatah 

Ustanam asrayascaiva sa evosadhinamakah 
Osadhi su sthito Visnuh ksudhitair a$ritatvatah (AV) 


The qustion therefore arises how far this is relevant or justified. 
For these Tattvas other than B. cannot be brought under the 
scope of Samanvaya on the basis of extension of reference 
(upalaksana); for extension is governed by contextual propriety 
and utility. It cannot be maintained that the Samanvaya 
contemplated by the Sütrakara is based on the fulfilment of the 
utmost conno-denotative powers of various terms employed in 
the passages of Scripture in B. alone. In the first place, we 
see that the second Sutra (Janmadyasya yatah) after defining 
B to be investigated (Jijnasya) as Author of the eightfold 
dispensations of the world of matter and spirits makes out that 
this definition has sanction and authority of the Sàstra 
(Sastrayonitvatkaranatvasya). It should follow from this that only 
such scriptural passages as deal with B's causality of the Universe 
are intended to be made the subject of Samanvaya and not 
the rest of them. It is thus irrelevant to bring up the issue of 
B's being the sole highest referent in the fullest conno-denotative 


powers of Scriptural statements in their entirety in support of 
such extension. 


Similarly, even on the merits of the case, the stand taken 
by the Acharya that all Scriptuaral statements without exception 
refer only to the Supreme as highest import seems to be illogical 
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After all, what is known as Mukhyavrtti (primary denotation) is 
based on either widely accepted conventional usage (rüdhi) of 
words with particular reference to their referents or the fulfilment 
of root-meanings (yoga) as applied to them. So far as we can 
see, there is no such widely accepted conventional usage of 
scriptural words in regard to B. 


The root sense of the words may perhaps be aligned with 
some special effort. But the same can be done in regard to 
the others also. In any case, the others seem to be in a better 
position and title for such application as they admit of both the 
rudhi and yoga; while B. has to depend only on Yogavrtti. Judged 
in this light, the Acarya's elaborate scheme of Samanvaya of 
entire Sastra of all the three categories of words and phrases 
and contexts of Anyatraprasiddha, Ubhayatraprasiddha and 
Anyatraivaprasiddha of both Nama and Lingatmaka terms, seems 
to be a tall order. 


This objection is answered by the Acarya in concluding his 
exposition of theanandamayadhikarana. He draws special attention 
to the fact that it must be borne in mind that it was established 
in the opening Sütra that the Jijnasya-Brahman is one endowed 
withinfiniteauspicious attributes and is devoid of all imperfections, 
which distinguishes it from the finite world of matter and spirits. 
Such knowledge alone enables the deserving souls to shake 
off their bondage, attain Moksa and enjoy the bliss of selfhood. 
The second Sutra defining B. as the Author of all the eightfold 
dispensations of the Universe is accordingly designed to make 
meaningfulthose infinite attributes of B. and sustain their credibility. 


Thus, these two definitions of B.the primary and the subsidiary 
of authorship of the eightfold dispensations for all time and 
everywhere are both affirmed to be based on the infallible evidence 
of (the Apauruseya) Sastra. (i, 1, 3). thereby removing all possibility 
of overpervasion of the definitions thro' inference to the contrary. 
The next Sütra Tattu samanvayat by using the emphatic particle 
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"tu" rules out all further objections to such Samanvaya in favor 
of other deities or principles to be accepted as the subject of 
Samanvaya. It is therefore necessary to follow up the matter 
logically and systematically to demonstrate such a samanvaya 
at the highest level in B. of all types and categories of words 
used in Scripture referred to earlier. It goes without saying that 
for this purpose the whole body of Scripture, irrespective of 
its conventional classification as falling under Karma, Devata 
or Jnanakandas or as rudha or yaugika, as signifying things 
other than B. have got to be brought within the scope of such 
Mahasamanya in B. in their highest conno-denotative power to 
suit the equipment of different levels of aspirants such as Devas, 


Rsis and men eligible for knowledge, as explained by the 
Acàrya. 


SPICE 


1. Refer to my "Mahatatparya of Mahavakyas" Chap. ll p.13 


2. Cf. a similiar instruction to Satyakama Jabala in four parts (Chan. 
Up. IV 5-8). 
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Chapter-6 
ANANDAMAYADHIKARANA AS 


EXPOUNDED IN THE NYAYASUDHA 


Having established the necessity of inquiry into Brahman, 
defined its nature and attributes, adduced proofs of the Sastra 
in respect of its definition, removed all possibe objections by 
way of overpervasion of the definition elsewhere and last but 
not the least, convincingly refuted the most formidable objection 
against the thesis of Samanvaya itself on the ground of the 
utter inexpressibility of Brahman by any word or language Scriptural 
or other, because of its being absolutely beyond the pale of 
thought, mind and speech alike (Sarvasabdavacya, 
manovacam agocara) in Iksatyadhikarana, the Sutrakara now 
takes up the task of orderly and systematic Samanvaya of the 
entire Sastra, in the fullest primary conno-denotations of the 
words and passages of the Scriptures and their description of 
the Paratattva in the rest of the Adhyaya and its four Padas. 


The exemplification of the technique of Samanvaya proceeds 
on the basis of a fourfold classification of Scriptural words and 
passages. Out of the four categories of such words and descriptions, 
there is no need to establish the Samanvaya of those which 
are admittedly and exclusively descriptive of the Supreme Being 
by all accounts, such as Brahman, Ekam, Advitiyam, Paramatman 
etc. Leaving out that category of words which are Tatraiva - 
Prasiddha, we have on our hands three categories of words 
and descriptive passages : Anyatraprasiddha, Ubhayatra-prasiddha 
and Anyatraiva-prasiddha current in the Scriptures. Those which 
come under the first category are taken up for Samanvaya 
first : 


Evam Sastravagamyatve vibhagena samanvayam 
Anandamaya ityadinadhyayena vadayajah 
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Tatra anyatraprasiddhanam Visnaveva samanvayam. 
Sabdanam prathame Pade Gunisamanyavacinam 
Gunavacinam ca prathamam aha Devas samanvayam (AV) 


According to the Sutrakara, the first Pada deals with the direct 
Samanvaya in the highest primary sense of the terms which 
fall under the category those "generally current elsewhere than 
in B in their conventional usage (even in the Srutis.) Accordingly, 
the Anandamayadhi takes up for Samanvaya such words and 
phrases refering to some general attributes with which the given 
substantives are qualified or certain attributes in general not 
definitely referring to an identifiable individual (such as the term 
Satakratu). As in the opinion of the Sütrakará, substance and 
its attributes which are coeval are not different from each other, 
absolutely, these two types of words go together for purpses 
of Samanvaya as for example the terms Anna Annamaya, Prana 
Pranamaya, Ananda Anandamaya from Vallis Il and IIl of Taitt. 
Up. which form the Visayavakya of the Anandamayadhikarana. 
Srutis speak of the Being in the waters of the Universal Deluge 
(Mahapralaya) as the highest B. The waters of Universal Deluge 
(Pralaya) speak of the Being that it is the highest Brahman 
(paramam brahma) in the opinion of the sages and it also refers 
to it as the progenitor of Mula-Prakrti (and Cit-Prakrti) and of 
the Jivas : 

Yatah prasütà Jagatah prasüti 

Toyena Jivan vyasasarja bhümyàm (T. A. X, 1,1) 


This chimes with the definition of the Supreme in the Taitt. 
Up. as the author of the genesis, life and merger of all beings 
(iii. 1). In these two Vallis, we come across the description of 
B. as Anna » Annamaya, Prana » Pranamaya, Vijnana » 
Vijnanamaya and Ananda » Andaamaya, in their short and long 
forms. The reference to Anna, Prana, etc. along with Caksus, 
Srotram and Vak (afterwards) in the Taitt. Up. are mentioned 
in the Vadhula-Sakha of the Yajurvéda (according to Madhva). 
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It is naturral to expect that the mention of Anandamaya in the 
Sutra presupposes the inclusion of all the preceding ones for 
Samanvaya in B. by extension of reference : 


Upalaksanam ca $abdanam Anandamayapurvinam’ (AV) 


Prima facie, the doubt arises if all these five in the series 
are to be accepted as B. or Anandamaya alone. For, the reasons 
given in the Sutra viz. repetition of the term 'Brahma' in respect 
of each of the five in the text of Valli Il (Ye annam brahmopasate, 
Ye Pranam Brahmopasate, mano Brahma ced veda, Vijnanam 
Brahma jyestham Upasate (Il, 5) and the concluding Phalasruti 
in both the Vallis, referring to the knower of B. reaching all 
the Five (Annamaya, Pranamaya, etc) and finding eternal happiness 
(111.10) leaves no room for doubt that in both the Vallis the Anna- 
Annamaya etc. are intended to be taken together as identical. 
But, Annamaya and the others in the series have the suffix 
Maya added to them which signifies a modifification (vikara) 
of the subject or its essence which is compatible only with a 
physical substance like the body or its sheaths and not with 
B. which is pure Caitanya. It may therefore refer to Jada-Prkrti 
which is the source of all modifications of matter and men generally 
look upon their bodies as part of their own selves as when 
they say | am fair, | am dark-skinned; or these terms may refer 
to Brahmadeva or other deities who preside over the various 
Tattvas of which the bodies are made. even as statements like 
Aéanir Indrah - Indra is (the weilder of) the thunderbolt. But 
no modification of essecnce is possible in BThe Sruti also makes 
it clear that B. is without any modification or change 
(Nirvikaro aksaras Suddhah). Even tho the suffix 'Maya' is also 
used in the sense of superabundance (pracurya), sometimes, 
still, in the present case the terms Annamaya etc have to be 
understood only in the sense of modification referring to the 
evolution of food from plants, herbs and vegetables (Osadhis) 
and the "Purusa" whose body is composed of such food 


30 Jayatirtha's Exposition of Anandamayadhikarana 


(Annat Purusah). The text also speaks of the head, feet and 
other limbs of the body, directly pointing out to them ‘(ii, 1). 
Therefore, as we cannot make any invidious distinction between 
Anandamaya and the other four Forms and interpret the suffix 
Maya in two different senses of superabundance in one case 
and of modification in the others. It would thus be proper to 
stick to one and the same sense of modification right through. 
Moreover, Annamaya and the others are five in number, while 
Brahman is only one in essence. How then can the one B. be 
referred to as different from one another as constituting the 
inner self of the body in question and of every others in turn? 
(Anyo antara, atma Pranamayah etc). It cannot be argued : Let 
Annandamaya alone be Brahman as he is the innermost of all. 
For he too is inextricably within the bounds of Modification within 
a given series. Nor can he be accepted as Sarvantara (innermost 
of all) because he is the innermost of the four. Further, the 
Supreme B. the subject of the opening passage Brahmavid apnoti 
param is referred to as the Lower Limb (Puccha) of Anandamaya 
: Anyontara atma Anandamayah Tasya Priyam eva Sirah Ananda 
atma Brahma puccham pratistha (ii. 5). If both Anandamaya and 
its Limb are te be accepted as B. it would be self-contradictory 
to hold that the part is the same as the whole. For all these 
reasons, it would be proper to accept all the five as not Brahman, 


but something else, probably and preferably Kośas (Sheaths). 
Such is the Purvapaksa. 


The Acarya now explains the Siddhànta Sütra : Anandamayo 
abhyasat, overthrowing all these objecctions.Tho' the term Brahma 
as predicate of the proposition is not used in the Sütra, it is 
to be taken over by anuvrtti of its substantive "-Tat" from the 
Samanvaya Sutra, right up to the end of the Adhyaya (wherever 
itis not given). Thus the sutra proposition means that Anandamaya 
and the others preceding it are all of them to be accepted as 


Brahman, because of the repetition of the term "Brahma", uniformly 
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in regard to all of them, in their respective turns as (Ye) annam 
brahmopasate, (Ye) Pranam Brahmopasate (ii, 2, 3). Tho' the 
predication in the Sütra is in regard to Anandamaya only, it 
is to be extended by parity of grounds applicable to all in the 
series. The same principle holds in regard to the Samanvaya 
of terms like Akaga to other "Adhi-bhautika"tattvas by extension 
of reference as falling under the scope of similar grounds, 
contemplated by the typical example. This is a case of 
Ajahal-laksana in regard to Anandamaya. Hence, there is no 
question of its being left out of account in the process of Upalaksana. 
This principle applies equally to the extension of the terms 
atmatva, antaratva (being inside), having a physical body 
(Sariratva) and their rebuttal. One more objection can be raised 
against Ajahallaksana that the resort to Laksana in interepretation 
is permitted only where there is incompatibility of accepting the 
expressed sense and/or some other conditions. In the present 
case, there is no such incompatibility in confining Anandamaya 
to itself in the Sütra. Nor is the Laksana resorted to by the 
Siddhantin a case of rüdha-Laksana which does not call for a 
purpose in resorting to it, as in Gangayam ghosah. How then 
is the Ajahallaksana justified? The answer is that since it is 
clear from the reasons adduced so far that it is the intention 
of the Sruti to uphold the Brahmatva of all the five members 
of the series and if accordingly, the Sütra should have embodied 
all of them severally in the Sütra, it would offend against the 
requirement of brevity of words and letters (alpaksaratva) 
constituting the accepted definition of a Sütra. Brevity of expression 
in a Sütra means omission of reference to whatever is made 
known either expressly or by implication by the Sruti on which 
the Sütra is based. From the evidence given already, it should 
be clear that the inclusion of the others besides Anandamaya 
as Brahman is intended by the Sruti. Hence the resort to Laksana 
thro Upalaksana. 
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Wellthen, granted that the principle of Upalaksana is indisputable 
and necessary in the interpretation of the Sutra, still, if the 
SUtrakara had been particular about recognising all the five 
members of the Annamaya series to be B. he ought to have 
made 'Annamaya’ the starting point of his Upalaksana and worded 
the Sutra accordingly as Annamayo ‘bhyasat. By not doing so 
and fixing attention only on the last one Anandamaya it seems 
clear that he is interested in establishing only Anandamaya to 
be Brahman. 


Such a line of argument is not well founded. For, the reason 
for disputing the claims of Annamaya and others to be Brahman 
is based on the presence of the suffix Maya in the sense of 
modification of essence which is common to all the five. However, 
the Samanvaya of Anandamaya presents one more difficulty and 
amore serious onewhich threatens to undermine the preeminent 
position of the supreme Brahman the very subject matter of 
the Valli entitled Brahmanandavalli and the goal of aspirants 
to Moksa and reduce it to a mere minor Limb (Puccha) of 
Anandamaya. This difficulty would remain unanswered even after 
the other one of Maya has been explained in Sutra 13. The 
consummate Logician the Sutrakara is, he would be the last 
person to leave such a vulnerable loophole in his argument and 
allow himself to be caught napping. By expressly and deliberately 
establishing his Brhaman to be "Anandamaya" or of the essence 
of superabundant and unlimited bliss (pracurananda or 
purnananda), in the very first adhikarana with which he proceeds 
to estabish the direct Samanvaya of all Sàstra in Brahman, he 
evidently means to make it clear that in his opinion the concept 
of the Upanisadic Brahman as "Nirvi$esa" is alien and repugnant 
to the teachings of the Upanisads and would defeat and make 
meaningless the elaborate exercise in Samanvaya. The very 
name and sonorous sound of "Anandamaya" with which the 
Samanvaya proper commences should send a thrill of joy and 
hope thro' the hearts of those turning to Brahmavidya to know 
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and realise their own Svarüpánanda as an iota of 
Brahmananda..Still, one may ask: Why should we be not satisfied 
with what the SUtrakara has actually and expressly said viz 
that Anandamaya (alone) is B... Why should we go beyond his 
words? The only complete answer to this is that if we do so 
only a very limited number of attributes would be referred to 
B from the several adhikaranas in which they are spelt out. 
That would be doing scant justice to the unique status of the 
Brahmami màmsà Sastra as the instrument of Samanvaya of the 
entire range of Sastra consisting of numerous Sakhas of the 
Vedas and Upanisads, in keeping with its role of Vi$vatomukhatva 
or Sarva Sakhanirnayakatva in revealing B. as truly Sastrayoni 
and Sarvavedantapratyayam (iii, 3, 1) for purposes of meditation 
by way of Gunopasamhara. And there is no other canonical work 
of the Vedanta Sastra committed to such a task.* 


Vigvatomukhatva or Sarvasakhanirnayakatva is the prerogative 
of the Brahmasutras. The purpose of Upalaksana or extension 
of reference to other terms and cases coming under the scope 
of the same nyayas taken into consideration in a given adhikarna 
is on a different footing. The latter is a principle of interpretation 
based on commensurability of the same criteria of Siddhanta 
nyayas to similar data of texts from other Sakhas (as for example 
in respect of the Taittiriya and the Vadhula in adhi. 6 and the 
Aitareya and Kausitaki in adh. Il. 


The principle of Upalaksana does not forfeit its utility because 
a fresh adhikarana is sometimes commenced even where the 
same nyayas hold water. That depends on the possibility of 
supervening objections (adhikásanka) brought up against the 
conclusion referred in the previous adhi. and after these are 
satisfactorily met, the applicability of the same 
nyayas is conclusively established. The principle of 
Visvatomukhatva is an absolute one and brooks no exception, 
while that of Upalaksana is contingent. (NS. P. 127b) 
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There is however no substance in the contention that the 
Brahmasutras are not intended to be Sarvasakhanirnayaka, as 
the major part of the Vedic literature is devoted to Karma and 
Devata Kandas and only a small portion of it belonging to Vedanta 
part comes under the scope of the Sutras which could be fully 
covered by what is set forth by the express terms of the 
Sutras and their adhikaranas, without seeking the help of 
Sarvasakhanirnayakatva of the Sütras for that purpose. 


This is not a proper view to take of our Vedic heritage. For 
the Upanisads themseves admit that all the Vedas have Brahman 
for their subject matter (Katha i,2,15). There are also clear 
statements in Ait. Aranyaka ii 2, 3 about the Supreme B, being 
the subject of meditation and the rites performed by Bahvrcas, 
Adhvaryus and Chandogas "All the Vedas, all sounds should 
be understood to be rks addressed to Prana" (A. A. ii, 2, 2) 
The bearer of the names of all the gods is the Supreme (R. 
V. X 82, 3) They call Him Indra, Mitra Agni Varuna the One 
the Rsis address by many names (R. V. i, 164, 46). 


In keeping with this Arsa tradition, the Acarya clears the 
misconception that Sutra 13 is concerned with establishing that 
the sufficx Maya carries the sense of superabundance only in 
regard to Anandamaya. He points out that the uniform use of 
the term "Brahma" with reference to all the five in the series 
confirms the point that in the opinion of the Sruti and the 
Sutra all of them are Brahman : 


Pracuryarthasca mayatas sarvetra pratipaditah 


which aborts the contention that all the five in the Mayat series 
are not-Brahman. He explains there is no difficulty in interpreting 
‘maya’ in Annamaya in the same sense of Superabundance given 
to Maya in Anandamaya by the Sitra, as the text itself takes 
pains to define “Annam" in a specialised sense of "that which 
is eaten (depended upon for sustenance) by all beings and which 
in its turn "eats up" all beings "Adyate (bhütaih) atti ca bhutani 
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tasmad annam tad ucyate (ii,2) of which the latter partis inapplicable 
to material food (prakrtannam), while both the parts are fully 
applicable to B. "Being eaten" or 'bhütaih adyatvam" read together 
with its counterpart Atti ca bhütàni" meaning one who eats up 
or devours all that has been created, at the time Pralaya, as 
stated in Katha Up. (i, 2, 25) and Brh. Up. (i,2,5). In the same 
way, the terms Prana. Manah and Vijanana-maya are also to 
be understood to be applied to B. in their higher senses of 
its being the principal source of actuating of all living beings 
in the root sense of 'ana' cestayam (Maha-Prana. mahabodha 
from manu avabodhe) Mahavijnana and Mahananda : 


Mahabhokta mahabhogya ityartho annamaye bhavet 
Mahaprano Mahabodha Mahavijnanavan api 
Vigesasamanyataya vijnanam mana ityapi (AV) 


The unity of being of B. in and thro’ its many manifestaions 
in the present context (and elsewhere) is satisfactorily explicable 
with the concept of Svarüpavisesas in B. which resolve all logical 
difficulties in the way of the relation between substance and 
attributes and multiplicity of manifestations of one and the same 
Being, without breaking up its oneness of essence. (This point 
has already been dealt with in the first Part of the present work 
(pp. 219-220)]. This play of Vi$esas would explain the references 
to these manifestations as "other than" or "inside" one another 
and so on: such as Anyontara atma Pranamayah etc. This will 
be clear from the other text "He who is here in this Person 
and He who is in the yonder Sun, He is one (Taitt. Up. ii, 8). 


The next (Bhrgu) Valli also establishes that the Five forms 
of Annamaya etc, referred to in the Brahmavalli to be same 
as Brahman, in answer to a request made by Bhrgu to Varuna 
to instruct him in B. (adhihi bhago brahma) and Varuna instructs 
him about the Five, Anna, Prana Srotra, Manah and Vàk.? and 
the disciple's understanding them accordingly : He realised Annam 
as Brahman, He realised Prana as Brahman (iii, 3). 
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But then, in the Bhrguvalli the words used are only Anna 
Prana and Manah and not Annamaya, Pranamaya and Manomaya. 
The use of different expressions (Sabdantara) and the difference 
in their appellative basis (pravrttinimitta) stand in the way of 
their identification. The latter cannot be treated as shorter forms 
of Annamaya Pranamaya and Manomaya, as in the case of calling 
Bhimasena Bhima, Satyabhama as Satya or Bhama, or 
Balarama as Rama. For these alternatives are interchangeble 
in usage and can do duty for each other. But the case of Anna 
and Annamaya and the others is different where the suffix Maya 
has a separate connotation of superabundance of its own (according 
to the Siddhanta). If the stem and the suffix could mean the 
same thing and nothing more, the suffix would cease to have 
an independent meaning and will have to be treated as nothing 
more than a-Svarthika-pratyaya, (having the same meaning as 
the stem) which is not acceptable to the siddhantin. 


Answering the objection the Acarya points out : 


Bhrgu$caitad vadisyati 

Prapyatvena mayatprokter na tatrapyanyad ucyate 
Pracuranandadirevato hyannam annamayetyapi 
Ucyate hyavi$esena nanyat kimcid ihocyate (AV) 


that the objection is not well founded. For, the identity of Anna 
> Annamaya, Prana > Pranamaya etc is found to be conclusively 
established towards the end of both the Vallis by referring to 
each one of the five forms as the goal reached one after the 
other, after the knower of B. has cast off his body and left 
the mortal world once for all: Asmallokat pretya etam annamayam 
atmanam upasamkramya, Etam Pranamayam atmanam 
upasamkramya, Etam anandamayam, atmanam upasamakramati 
***Etat sama gayan aste havu, hàvu, havu (ii, 8; iii, 10,5) 


The present case of the long and short forms of 
Annamaya > Anna etc has its parallel in the use of the term 
Jyotis for short in place of Jyotistoma in the Vedic text Vasante 
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vasante Jyotisa yajeta, tho' the term Jyotih is not synonymous 
with Stoma in respect of its appellative basis (pravrttinimitta). 
This is rendered possible by virtue of contextual propritety and 
fitness (adhikarabalat) that the whole is understood thro; the 
reference to the part, thro' Laksana based on identity with the 
whole intended to be denoted by the appellative basis. In the 
present case also, the partial employment of the stem anna, 
prana etc is taken by Laksana to refer to the identity between 
Anna-Annanaya prana-pranamaya, etc. The justification for such 
a Laksana is that in the context where the goal to be reached 
by knowing Anna, Pràna etc as Brahman in Valli Il is the same 
viz. Annamaya, Pranamaya... Anandamaya. It does not stand 
to reasón that one can reach a particular goal of knowing Anna, 
Pràna etc by knowing something different (Annamaya, Pranamaya, 
etc). which are Kosas, according to those who take exception 
to the identity of teaching between the two Vallis about Anna, 
Prana etc and Annamaya, Pranamaya etc. 


Inthe next sutra : Taddhetuvyapadesat, the SUtrakara proceeds 
to adduce one more reason to confirm that all the five members 
in the Annamaya series are Brahman and that the suffixes (Maya) 
everywhere signify superabundance of their respective properties. 
The leading question in the text "Who on earth can at all live, 
move and act and breathe if the supreme Brahman called 
Akaga were not purnananda and the source of all animation 
and activity? It may be asked how does it follow from the Sruti? 
The Acarya says a close psychological analysis of the springs 
of action in our experience shows that all effort and actions 
are motivated by and spring from one or the other of the following 
four reasons viz to achieve happiness or avoid pain and misery 
or as an expression of exuberance of joy or of extreme pain. 
The Chan. Up says : When one obtains happiness, he acts 
and one who does not derive happiness does not act (vii, 22,1). 
Infinite Brahman is perfect bliss, There is no infinite happiness 
in what is limited (vii, 23) These are the only possible reasons 
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which account for activity, in living beings, as an expression 
of joy or to acquire happiness, as expression of pain and suffering 
or an effort to escape from pain. 


All sentient activity can thus be brought under two heads 
as the outcome of perfect happiness or as an expression of 
pain and suffering. This can be verified from the behavior of 
persons in an exuberant mood starting to sing or dance. The 
sufferer in Hell crying out in pain and kicking his limbs involuntarily 
does not do so because he thinks or knows that it will bring 
him relief. In the last psychological analysis then, all sentient 
activity must be put down to either an expression of extreme 
pain (duhkhodreka) or an expression of overflowing joy. The 
Supreme B. who is conceived as an absolutely Independent 
Being and ever free cannot therefore be taken to act for any 
one of the three reasons named and must be deemed to initiate 
Cosmic Evolution as a sheer sport and and expression of His 
infinite blissfulness. Such a Being must therefore be an embodiment 
of infinite bliss (Mahananda or pürnànanda) which is what 
"Anandamaya" in the Sruti and Sütra means and should mean 
: Karyanugunatvacca Karanasya, mahapravrttya Mahananda eva 
siddhyati (NS. p. 133). 


The next Sütra : Màntravarnikam eva ca giyate adduces another 
reason to substantiate the position taken by the Sutrakara that 
Anandamaya and the other forms are those of Brahman which 
had entered into the selves and their Kosas to energise them 
from within, as in the case of each of the Tattvas created by 
Its will (Taitt. Up. ii. 6). The Valli begins with the statement that 
the knower of B. attains eternal happiness by reaching it and 
follows it up with a succinct definition of B. in the words Satyam 
Jnanam Anantam. Expanding the content of meaning of this 
definition it unravels the orderly evolution of the Universe thro' 
the successive genesis of various elements of nature and the 
emergence of the embodied self (Purusa) nourished by food 
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and living in the physical body composed of the five ko$as of 
anna, prana, manah, Vijnana and ananda, into which also the 
Supreme Brahman has entered and is present to sustain them 
from within. 


It stands to reason that in the interest of continuity of thought, 
the first term of the definition has naturally to be connected 
with the act of Cosmic Creation by B. whose details are being 
set forth immediately after the statement of the defintion and 
the quotation of the Mantravarna explaining how the knower of 
B. finds eternal happiness. It follows then that Satyam has to 
be interpreted as throwing light on how B. even as subsequently 
mentioned is the source of the world of matter and selves coming 
into being, their life and reabsorption in ii.2 and iii. 1-6) 


The Acarya therefore shows how best the first term Satyam 
in the definition puts in a nutshell how the Cosmic activity of 
B. such as creation, maintenance and disruption of the world 
order is carried out in appropriate ways : 


Sadbhávam yapayed yasmat Satyam tat tena kathyate 
1) (Iti srstir iha prokta Jagatsadbhavayapakam 
Brahmeti Sthapanarthaya 2) Sattvam jivanam eva ca 
3) Visirnata ca Satvam syat Sannam ityahur eva yat 
Ato adyatà attrtà annatvam Satyasabdartha eva hi. 


(The grammatical and etymological details of the above explanation 
of "Satyam" applied to B. in terms of the three accepted meanings 
of the Sanskrit root Sad+Ya (another root) have been fully explained 
in the Introduction) 


Thus, all the five contexts of the Annamaya, Pranamaya and 
other Prakaranas are completely brought under the scope of 
the definition of B as "Satyam". The first two terms of Annamaya 
and Pranamaya are comprehended under "Satyam" while 
Manomaya and Vijnanamaya come under the scope of 
Jnana in the definition (etymologically) as in the former case. 
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The Anandamaya-prakarana is brought under the scope of the 
third term 'anantam' on the basis of a logical reasoning that 
B. must be accepted as infinite being because it is the essence 
of absolute bliss anandamayah Pracurànanda Purnanandah. The 
requisite logical concomitance that the Supreme B. must be deemed 
to be Infinite (ananta) because it is the quintessence of infinite 
bliss is supplied by the reasoning Parame$varah Anantah 
Purnanandavatvat which has the backing of the Chandogya 
text : Yo vai bhuma tat sukham nalpe sukham asti 
(Vll. 23-1) which applies the negative concomitance 
(vyatirekavyapti) : Yasmad alpake antavati nasti iti ni$ciyate iti 
vyatireka-vyaptir asti ityarthah (NS. p. 135). 


In view of these grounds, the terms Aka§a, Vayu, Agni, Osadhi 
annam Pranah etc mentioned in the evolutionary series have 
all been explained by the Acraya as denoting primarily the forms 
of B. which have entered into them and only secondarily in their 
respective conventional senses : 


Brahmasabdodite tasmin atma$abdah prayujyate 
Tasmad akasSasrstim ca provacatra caturvidham 
Bhutam bhutabhimani ca Taddeho antarniyamakah 
Hari$ca aka$a$abdokto Mukhyato Harir eva ca 

A samantat kaSate yad àkà$o mukyato Harih 
Balajnanasvarupatvat Vayur, Agnir agam nayan 
Apa àpálanáccaiva prthivi prathito Yatah 
Ustànàm a$érayatvena...................sssssse 

Osadhisu sthito Visnuh ksudhitair agrito bhavet 
Puri Sete yatah so atha Purusaéceti giyate^ 


The genesis of B referred to in this context itself in Taitt. Up. 
Tat srstva tadeva anupravigat and So akamayate Bahu syam 
prajayeya are to be understood in the restricted sense of 
Manifestation only (pradurbhava) while the same term sambhutaah 
applied to the Jada Tattvas like Akasa, Vayu are to be understood 
in the sense of transformation (parinama) and similarly in the 
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case of the bodies of the Abhimanidevatas of the Jadatattvas 
and in the sense of the manifestation of such Abhimana in the 
respective Devatas. 


It is the supreme Being defined as Satyam jnanam at the 
beignning in the masculine as Atman in Tasmad va etasmad. 
Atmana akasas sambhutah which has to be taken to manifest 
itself in each of the evolutes of Akasa etc down to the embodied 
self itself nourished by annam and therefore specially qualified 
by the adjunct rasa as Anna-rasa-mayah to distinguish it from 
the embodied self who has already been referred to as 
Annat Purusah in the immediately preceding sentence. If the 
adjunct had been intended to qualify the embodied self or its 
Koga, we should expect it to be added to the Annamaya as 
such conceived as the embodied self by the Pratipadika. The 
infixing of rasa serves no purpose in respect of the embodied 
self as it makes no difference to its composition whether we 
call him Annamaya orannarasamaya. If the demonstrative pronoun 
Sa va esa Puruso and the term Annarasmayah are not meant 
to refer to the Supreme Being but to the same embodied self 
referred to by Annat Purusah he could be straightway connected 
to his various limbs "this is his head and so on and the intervening 
Sa va esa Puruso annarasamayah dispensed with as it makes 
no difference to his identity. On the other hand, there is propriety 
in qualifying the Supreme being ‘the Sa va Esa Purusah" with 
the adjunct rasa > sarah > Varah) to refer to its distinction 
of status as the Sarabhokta or "Madhvada" who remains close 
to the embodied self in his body (as stated in the Katha Up. 
ii, 1, 5). The whole subsequent sentence after Annat Purusah 
introducing the Annarasamaya Purusa is thus intended to hark 
back to the Supreme Being, the subject of the Valli, as Madhva 
rightly points out : Sa và esa Purusa ityanyaprarambhat, which 
has been rightly explained by Jayatirtha in his NS as atmadi 
Purusantasarvagariresu tasyaiva prakrtatva - angikarat (NS). 
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But then, if every one of the terms Akasa, Vayu, Agni Apah, 
prthvi Osadhi and Purusa is also to refer to the respective Forms 
of the Supreme B. in every one of them in the primary sense, 
how can this Brahman be said to be "produced" (sambhütah) 
every time along with Akasa, Vayu and others? This question 
has already been answered by the explanation that in respect 
of Brahman, the term sambhutah (produced) is to be understood 
in the sense of becoming "manifested" in those respective Tattvas 
emerging from one another according to Its impulsion from within 
by the terms of the Visayavakya of the Antaryamyadhikarna (Brh. 
Up Ill. 7. 22) and the wording of the Sūtra Karanatvena ca 
Akasadisu yathavyopadistokteh (B. S. i. 4, 14) read together, 
Tho' Sankara differs from Madhva in his interpretation of the 
latter Sütra, that the Supreme Brahman is both the ultimate 
and the proximate cause everywhere, he has to come to the 
same conclusion when he says Yah prthivyam tistthan yamayati 
iti paramatmano yamayitrtvam dharma upapadyate (S.BSB. i, 
2, 18). His words "antas tisthan yamayati have necessarily to 
concede that Supreme Brahman is or presents itself in Akasa 
and others and impels them from within. That is sufficient to 
confirm the point that B. has entered into Akasa and others 
to control them and actuate them from within. Having admitted 
that much, one cannot reasonably object to applying the term 
Akasa and others to those Antaryami forms and extend it to 
Annamaya and others too. likewise, in that sense. If that is done, 


the problem of the Anandamayadhikarana would be solved without 
any hitch. 


Had it been the intention of the Sruti to refer only to the 
actual physical limbs of the embodied self by the terms Tasya 
idam eva Sirah (this is its head and so on), it would be superfluous 
as an Upadesa, while such an Upadega would be meaningful 
as referring to the corresponding limbs of the Manifested forms 
of Brahman figuratively as when one says this is my knee, which 
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remains covered by our dress. /dam iti ca 
drgyamanasannihtatvat (M.BSB) Vibhoh Sira àder Ji vasari radau 
pratyakse vyavasthiter iti Laksanabijam daréayati (NS.) 


It deserves to be noted that the Sruti promises that those 
who meditate on Annam » Annamaya attain eternal life (sarvam 
ayuh yanti ‘ii, 2) and similarly in respect of Prana > Pranamaya 
fulfilment of all desires after death (ii, 5). The term 'Sarvam 
àyuh' in the full sense of the word can be nothing short of 
riddance of death for all time : Kadapi maranabhavohi sarvam 
áyuh nàsau vinà moksad yujyate). Such a state of immortality 
would be unattainable so long as one is embodied. These facts 
must show that we shall be on the right track only by accepting 
Anna » Annanaya series to be Brahman throughout. Keeping 
in view the consensus between both the Vallis in proclaiming 
that the knower of B. (evam vid) after departing from the world 
for ever (asmal lokat pretya) reaches the Annamaya, Pranamaya, 
Manomaya, Vijnanamaya and Anandamaya as his final goal and 
goes about singing Samans in ecstasy, it follows that it is the 
final state of Liberation as pointed out by the words of the 
Sütra Asmin asya ca tayogam $asti : (BS i, 1.19) 


Yogam annamayadyair yat phalatvena asya $amsati 
Sthanadvaye pyatah Kosa ityatisahasam 
Upasamkramanam caiva dviti yoddesitam prati 
Atikramam Vadantam tam upasabdo nivarayet (AV)$ 


Sankara's commentary evades the straight sense of the word 
"tad-yogam" used by the Sutrakara (i, 1 9) as the fruit of realisation, 
by seeking to explain it as Tadatmana yogas tadbhavapattih 
(Tadyoga means becoming one with the nature of Brahman) 
in other words identity. This is not only against the relation of 
abider and abode expressed by the use of the locative case 
asmin(abode) and the genitive 'asya' referring to seeker of refuge 
in the Sütra following the preceding Bhedavyapadesacca 
(i, 1, 17). We have already seen in the Introduction how S. 
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has been hard put to it to give a very devious explanation of 
this difficulty, in a veiled manner as a sort of 'philosophical looking 
back 'of the emancipated self after reaching the Nirvikalpa B, 
with detachment on all the dualities left behind. That may suit 
Sankara's purpose here. But the moot question is will the term 
Upasamkramati permit us to construe it as 'atisamkràmati? The 
irony of S's explanation is that the text cited by him in support 
of interpreting "tadyogam" as identity with B. "When this self 
finds support in this invisible bodiless, undefined one (B) attains 
fearlessness" (ii, 7) is immediately preceded by the statement 
"Verily He (Brahman) is that which bestows bliss (on the knower) 
: Esa hyeva anandayati. This would not surely fit in with an 
identity relation between one who bestows (ananda) and one 
who receives it. To cap it all, Sankara himself in his comment 
on Sutra i, 1, 14 earlier, citing this very text Esa hyeva 
anandayati (ii, 7) explains the irregular form anandayati as 
"anandayati" ityarthah. (S.BSB. i,1,14) saying further that "One 
who makes others joyous must be a storehouse of bliss : Yo 
hi anyan anandayati sa Pracurananda iti prasiddham" The point 
is that there cannot be any identity between a giver and a receiver 
of ananda. It may be noted in passing that it is this very text 
and others on which Madhva relies in holding : 


Jnaninam moksadasca sah Anandasca muktanam Sa evaiko 
Janardanah (AV) 


The next Sutra 'Bhedavyapadesàcca' overthrows certain 
specious arguments in support of taking the embodied self to 
be designated as Annamaya Pranamaya etc, or the Kogas of 
his body. In support of the contention it may be suggested that 
the socalled difference between Jiva and B. is due to Upadhis 
created by the body and the mind etc by which the Jiva has 
come to be delimited temporarily and that the adjunct " 


rasa" 
in "Annarasamayah" 


is intended to mark off the pure self as 
such from being identified with the grosser adhesions of the 
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Ko$as in which he is encased. As the Upanisad refers to the 
real limbs of Prana, and others, a similar reference to the head 
and the hands of Anandamaya is made as a routine matter 
and the reference to Brahman as the limb of Anandamaya may 
be treated as an analogical extension, the word "Puccha" being 
understood (not in the sense of a limb actually but) as the substrate 
(adhisthana) of the Anandamayakosa. 


But the difficulty is that if Annamaya and others of Valli II 
are notto be taken for the respective forms of B. in their primary 
sense of being manifested in the Ko$as, the Slokas cited in 
the text of the Upanisad (tad apyesa sloko bhavati) immediately 
at the end of each of the Anuvakas, in such terms as ye annam 
brahma upasate, Ye Pranam Brahma upasate and so on would 
become inappropriate, if they are to be understood in their gross 
sense of their Kogas of food, mind, etc. The identical way in 
which the knower of B. leaving the mortal world once for all 
is reported to be actually reaching the Annamaya, Pranamaya 
and others and finding eternal bliss afterwards straightway, is 
a standing proof that both the Vallis are devoted to one and 
the same Brahmavidya and not that one of them alone is 
Brahmavidya and the other is only a Koga-Vidya, as Sankara 
would have us believe. The only difference between them, as 
we have seen, is that Valli III enlivens the same theme with 
an Akhyayika (dialogue) between Bhrgu and his father. 


After all, the contention that the Puccha Brahman spoken 
of as the Limb of Anandamaya in II.5 is alone B. has to rest 
on no other internal evidence than that of its being referred 
to as Brahman : “Brahma Puccham" in so many words. But 
the same way of reference is met with in respect of Annamaya 
and others too in the Slokas pertaining to them, cited in the 
same context Tadapyesa sloko bhavati Ye annam Brahmopasate, 
Ye Pranam Brahma upasate". We cannot therefore accept the 
explanation that in Valli II the identification of Anandamaya's 
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Limb (puccha) with Brahman is not to be taken Seriously or 
literally, but only figuratively as a mode of speech intended to 
lead up indirectly to the Nirvisesa-Brahman, the (Supposed) 
substrate of the Anandamayakosa. For, we have here a predication 
in terms of a apposition (samanadhikaranya) : (Anandamayah) 
: Puccham. A Samanadhikarnaprayoga (appositional predication) 
is as a rule accepted as proof of identity (abhede pramanam). 
However, if it is to be treated as a mediate way of reference 
as in the case of the Sakhacandra Nyaya. : Dvàram api dvà 
ratayaiva upadisyate. The objection against accepting both A 
nandamaya and the Puccha as Brahman on the ground of the 
untenability of the whole and the part being the same : Tad 
eva Brahma Anandamaya atma Avayavi, Tadeva ca Brahma 
Pucchamityasamanjasyam syat (S.BSB. i,1, 1 9) has already been 
met and disposed of as no internal distinctions (svagatabheda) 


are admissible in Upanisadic thought, even according to the 
Advaita tradition. 


It is argued on behalf of the Advaita interpretation that even 
tho' there appear to be some difficulties in accepting Annamaya 
and others to be descriptions of the embodied self or his Kośas, 
these objections and difficulties can be Superseded in deference 
to the fundamental identity of Jiva and Brahman which is the 
central teachingof the Upanisads. The Statement Brahma Puccham 
making Brahman but a limb of Anandamaya can be construed 
in the sense that B. is the Substrate or the true essence of 


the Jivatman. Hence the objection raised in the Sūtra Netaro 


anupapatteh (i, 1, 16) need not be regarded as conclusive. Such 


a contention is being refuted in the Sutra Bhedavyapadesat. 
Such an explanation cannot be accepted. The central doctrine 
of this Upanisad can be gathered from such statements as Sa 
yascayam Puruse yascasau Aditye Sa Ekah that B. is the universal 
Controller of all the Jivas, gods and men alike : For fear of 
Him the wind blows. For fear of Him the Sun rises. For fear 
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of Him Agni and Indra act and Death the fifth hurries. (Il. 8). 
Other texts like Raso vai Sah. Rasam labdhva anandi bhavati 
show that Brahman is the bestower of bliss as can be seen 
from forthright pronouncement Esa hyeva anamdayati (Il. 7). There 
is therefore no truth in the alleged indiscriminate mixing up of 
texts pertaining to the Suddha and the Sabala (colored) Brahman 
to justify the side-tracking of the clear teaching of Upanisads 
to make room for a Nirvi$esa B by back door methods. We 
have already shown (in the Preamble to the adhikarana how 
the various thought-currents of Upanisads converge on the subject 
of B's supreme transcendence and the significance of its 
immanence in all finite reality as the ultimate source of its being, 
becoming and functioning and how the acceptance of such a 
panoptic vision of Upanisadic philosophy willputan endto artificial 
distinctions of higher and lower levels of truth and reality as 
Vyavaharika and Paramarthika and distinction of B. as Savisesa 
and Nerivisesa which is claimed to be responsible for the alleged 
ambiguity and confusion created by the wording of the first 
sūtra Anandamayobhyasat which is to be removed by amending 
the wording of the Sutras even with some deviation and sleight 
of hands, to prevent the Sütras from defying the position of 
the Sruti : Sruti Sutrayor virodhe sutrani anyathà netavayni 
(Bhamati). 

The Sutra Kamacca nahumanapeksa rejects the plea that the 
identity of Jiva and B. is established by inference also and that 
the objection against accepting the Jivatman to be identical with 
B. based on the authority of the Creation texts in support of 
the dependence of a real world and real Selves on the Supreme 
B. as its corollary, cannot be accepted for, such inferences are 
in conflict with Consolidated Pratyaksa and Srutis alike. The 
Sütras themselves have rejected their identity incidentally in 
Bhedavyapadesat, Netrao anupapateh and specifically in 
Prthagupadesat. (B. S. ii, 3, 28). 
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After concluding his exposition of the Adhikarana on the basis 
of the Brahmavalli, by establishing the irrelevancy of the Puccha- 
Brahmavada, the Acarya now turns to the exposition of the 
Bhrguvalli also, as the two are closely interrelated and present 
the same Vidya. We have already seen the reasons for accepting 
their identity of theme. 


The Mayavada,® interpretation however excludes Valli Ill from 
the scope of the Anandamayadhi as the suffix Maya does not 
figure in this Vidya : Ya tu Bhargavi-Varuni Vidya tasyam 
MayadaSravanat (S. BSB, i, i, 19) 


This is not true. If no reference to Mayat had been intended 
in the Bhrguvalli in respect of Anna, Prana, Manah, Vijnana and 
Ananda mentioned in Valli, Ill 2; 3; 4; 5; 6 how could a regular 
reference to all the five Annamaya, Pranamaya etc ending with 
Anandamaya in the same order rear its headin IIl, 10, 5 referring 
to the knower of B. reaching them? S may explain that the fruit 
of reaching the Supreme B. who is the asraya and the supporting 
base (prastistha) of Anandamaya, is as good as achieved by 
reaching the Anandamaya : Anandamayopasankramanirdesenaiva 
Puccha-pratisthabüta-Brahmapràpteh phalasya nirdistatvat 
(S. BSB. i, 1, 19) and try to get away from a real difficulty, 
here. For, after all, the actual attainment of the "phala" is the 
most important thing of which the seeker has to be assured 
in explicit terms, especially as in this case the pupil has been 
approaching the Guru five times. The certainty of reaching the 
Brahman (if it were the Nirvisesa-Brahman quite different from 
the Anandamaya) must not be left to be guessed, hanging in 
the air. In any case, the Puccha-Brahman which according to 
Sankara is "Puccha-pratisthabhütam Brahma" or the adhara or 
asraya (of Laukikananda) it would still be a qualified Brahman 
and hence Visista and therefore "Mithya". It would be an anti- 
climax! 
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S has not explained the discrepancy between the mention 
of Caksuh Srotram and Vak in the Bhrguvalli and their omission 
in the subsequent anuvakas which refer to the same five as 
in Valli Il. 


The difficulty of identifying Anna, Prana, etc with B. remains 
the same here also, unless we take the help of the 
Srauta-nirukti of Annam as adyate atti ca bhutani tasmad annam, 
along with the extension of application of the sense of pracurya 
to Mayat to be read with them. For, it should be kept in mind 
that the terms anna, prana, manah, etc used in isolation in the 
earlier part of the Valli cannot be dissociated from the mayat 
suffix in this Valli also, as in the Phalasruti at the end unquivocally 
reproduces the Annamaya series and speaks of the knower of 
B reaching all the five and finding lasting bliss thereby, as in 
the earlier Valli, which proves the identity of the two Vidyas 
beyond all doubt, despite Sankara's view that the former is only 
a Kosa Vidya and the latter alone is Bramavidya. According 
to Sankara tho' Anna, Prana and others are not really Brahman 
they are still taught as Brahman as a means of gradual realisation 
of Brahman progressively by abandoning each preceding one, 
after realising the absurdity of identififtying them with B as the 
underlying truth of all phenomena: Annadisabdoditanam 
$ari radinam Bahirvrttinivaranadvara Brahmajnanam prati 
upapadyata iti (NS. P, 142). 


Such pedagogic intention may be estimable. But unless the 
pupil realises that the earlier instruction is faulty defective and 
inadequate he would not approach the teacher again for further 
instruction. In the present case, there is no indication at all 
in the wording of the Upanisad that the pupil had actually been 
dissatsfied with the earlier ones and had realised that they were 
inadequate while going to the teacher again and again. If he 
had really found them to be "inadequate" and “unsatisfactory” 
we should expect to find the Upanisad to tell us so. Instead 
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of hushing it up. Instead, the Upanisad explictly says the pupil 
after deep reflection and meditation, as advised, realised that 
annam is Brahman, Prana is Brahman and so on and asks for 
further instruction (Tad vijnaya punar eva upasasada Annam 
brahmeti vyajanat) in the same refrain. This does not lend any 
support to the theory of the earlier instruction having been found 
to be "unsatsfactory and inadequate" as Radhakrishnan sums 
up, following S's interpretation tamely. (Principal Upanisads 
p. 554, 555). The fact that the pupil approaches the teacher 
again (punar upasaranam) may have quite a different reason. 
The presumption of inadequacy of the earlier instructions in 
support of the Arthapatti is thus baseless. The pupil's aproaching 
the Guru again can have a more viable explanation in keeping 
with the internal evidence already referred to. At the request 
of the pupil the teacher first of all defines Brahman as the author 
of creation, preservation and dissolution of the world of matter 
and spirits.and counsels him that mere hearing will not benefit 
him that he must reflect and meditate deeply on what has been 
taught. The pupil in his turn knowing the impossibility of 
comprehending what has been taught in terms of Brahman's 
being annam, prana, manah, etc at one stretch successfully, 
completes the first issue, realises its truth and comes back again 
to seek the permission of the teacher to take up the next course 
as a dutiful pupil, praying please instruct me Sir : Evam 
Guruprasadalabdham apurvadhanam tasmai Nivedya 
pranakhyarupantaraSaksatkaraya manananididhyasane ciki rsuh 
Guroranujnam adatum punar upasasára rupantarepi. Tatra 


anujanihi iti vaktavye yat adhihi Bhagavo Brahmeti vadati tad 
ahamkaranirasartham iti (NS. 143) 


It cannot be contended that in spite of the above explanation 
of the repeated approach of the pupil, the doubt may still persist 
wheteher telrepeated approach is to be ascribed to the possibility 
of Anna, Prana, etc here standing for matter, vital airs, mind 
intelligence etc. which are purely mundane and as Such perishable 
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and therefore other than Brahman or to obtain permission of 
the Guru to take up the second course of meditation and so 


on. How then could it be asserted that the latter explanation 
is alone the correct one? 


Our answer is that the doubt, if any, could have been cleared 
by the pupil's taking note of the definition of Brahman with which 
the Valli opens that B. is that from which the origination, 
continuaance and disruption of the Universe proceeds and into 
which the released souls enter (abhisamvisanti). The reflection 
the pupil has been advised to take up would have sufficed to 
enable him to get at the truth. Since anna, prana and others 
are open to our own daily observation and experience there 
can be no need for "reflection and meditation" on them to be 
convinced they are not and cannot be "Brahman". If in the opinion 
of the Sruti, Bhrgu, had actually realised the unsatisfactory nature 
of the Upadesa that Annam Prana etc are Brahman, it would 
have prefaced his second approach with an unambiguous 
pronouncement Sa tapas taptva annam A-Brahmeti vyajanat Na 
annaddhyeva bhutani jayante etc uniformly That it has not done 
so but on the contrary has asserted Sa tapas taptva Annam 
Brahneti vyajanat Prano Brahmeti Vyajanat, Mano Brahmeti 
vyajanat, Vijnanam. Brahmeti vysjanat, and Anandam brahmeti 
vyajanat categorically should put an end to idle speculations 
on the issue. 


After concluding his criticism of Sankara's Pancakosavada 
(Puccha-Brahmavada), the Acarya disposes of the 
Catuskosavadins like the Vrttikara, Bhaskra and Ramanuja who 
regards the Vijnanamaya as the Jivatman, on the ground that 
their interpretations suffer from the demerit of assigning two 
different meanings to the suffix "mayat" one of superabundance 
in respect of Anandamaya and of modification (vikarartha) in 
tthe other three or four cases, which weakens the force of the 
Sutrak&ra's stand that the suffix "mayat" is P his opinion to 
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be uniformly understood in the sense of superabundance 
(prácurya). These other Bhásyakáras' inconsistency invites 
Sankara's criticism :  Annamayádinàm api tarhi 
Brahmatvaprasangah which would be difficult to parry, unless 
Mayat is understood in the same sense of superabundance 
throughout: 


Etena mayatascaiva dvaividhyena arthakalpanat 
Tadanyesam matam api satsamsatsu na bhasate (AV). 


ee of 


Ni - - z L . A aa 1 
1. Anandamayascasau purvasca Sa esam asti, teAnandamayapürvinah 


(NS) 


2. The special status of the B. S. is expressly recognised in the 
tradition recorded in the Skanda Purana : 
Sabdajatasya Sarvasya yetpramanasca nirnayah 
(Evamvidhani Sutrani krtva Vyaso Mahayasah) 
For full details See my Appendix | to Jijnasadhikarna in my English 
Rendering of NS Part (1995) published by the Raghavendra Ashram, 
Mallesvaram, Bangalore, in which | have dealt with the omission 
of this line in the present Printed editions of the 


Srutaprakasa which has quoted the same verses from the 
Skanda Purana. 


3. Acarya Madhva has made it clear that the reference to the additional 
three caksus srotram and Vak in the beginning of the Bhrguvalli 
is based on the Vàdhüla Sakha which refers to eight forms while 
at the same time subsequently dealing only with the same Five 
as in the Brahmavalli. The text of the Vàdhüla Sakha has been 
cited in full by Jaya tirtha in his Nyayasudha. The Vadhula Sakha 
seems to have become obsolete. It Survives as a Gotr 


: anama among 
some Srivaisnava Brahmin families. 


4. The technical details of the grammatical Vyutpatti (derivation) of 
these terms have been fully explained by Jayatirtha in his NS, 
which the interested and inquisitive reader may find informative 
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in appreciating the depth of thought lying embedded in the inspiring 
words of the Srutis (Kaś chandasám Yogam aveda dhirah 
R.V. X 114.9) 


5. Madhva rightly emphasises that the use of the verb 
upasamkramati repeated with all the five forms as the goal to be 
reached by the knower after leaving the body once for all unless 
one takes liberty of making Upasankramati (approaches) to mean 
'goes beyond or transcends" them all. (atisamkramati). We have 
already seen in the Introduction how S. has been hard put to it 
to give a very devious ‘explanation of this difficulty, in a veiled 
manner as a sort of philosophical looking back of the emancipated 
self after reaching the Nirvikalpa B. with detachment on all the 
dualities left behind. That may suit Sankara's purpose here. But 
the moot question is will the term Upasamkramati permit us to 
construe it as 'atisamkramati'? Madhva rightly emphasises that the 
use of the finite verb. upasamkramati repeated with all the five 
forms as the goal to be reached by the knower after leaving the 
body once for all cannot be brushed aside or explained away, unless 
one takes the liberty of Upasankramati (approcahes) to mean 'goes 
beyond or transcends" them all, (atikramati). 


6. Mayavada is not a derogatory term. It is the official designation 
of Advaita recognised by Vacaspati Misra (Bhamati. ii 1, 28-29). 
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Chapter-7 A 
ANTASTHATVADHIKARANAM 


am 
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After the Anandamayadhikarana, the Antasthtvadhi.is the most 
important one reinforcing the fundamental premise representing 
the highest form of Samanvaya of the Scriptural heritage in the 
one Supreme Being in the fullest and highest conno-denotative 
power of the words by formally extending the principle to the 
'Adhideva' domain in particular which in principle would cover 


the multiplicity of gods celebrated in the Süktas of the Rg and 
other Vedas, once for all. 


The Visayavakya of the adhi. is drawn from the Taitt. Aranyaka 
(iii) where various deities like Indra, Agni, Sürya and Varuna 
are lauded as the Being whom the gods themselves do not 
know in full (tho existing in its company) 


Antah pravistam Kartaram etam antas Candramasi 
manasa Carantam 


Sahaiva santam na vijananti Devah (T.A. iii, 11) 


There are similar references by name to others in their distinctive 
marks of import as referred to above. 
Indro raja Jagato ya ise (ili, 11, 6) Sapta yunjanti ratham 
ekacakram Apam netaram bhuvanasya gopam. Tvastaram 
rupani vikurvantam vipascitam. Brahmendram Agnim Jagatah 
pratisthàm diva atmanam Savitaram Brhaspatim, Caturhotaram 
pradisonuklptam vaco viryam tapasa anvavindat. 


As there is no other adhi. in the Samanvayadhyaya addressed 
to this aspect of Samanvaya of the names and attributes of 
the various gods of theVedic Pantheon, theAcarya's interpretation 
of this adhi as accomplishing this task deserves to be recognised 
as a landmark in the final establishment of the Monotheism of 
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the Vedas in which he is a firm believer and of which he is 
a doughty champion.' The question of the conflict between the 
supreme B of the Vedanta and the supposed plurality of the 
Vedic Pantheon can only be resolved on the basis of an imperium 
in imperio rooted in the acceptance of the Exegetical Master 
Key of Parama-Mukhyavrtti in regard to the Supreme Being. Seen 
in this new light, the greatest credit should go to Acarya Madhva 
for his insightful interpretation of the Antasthatvadhi of the B. 
S. and its far-reaching impact on the final resolution of the gods 
of the Vedic Pantheon in Hinduism vis a vis the message of 
Ekam eva adviti yam Brahma based on the Vedic one Ekam sad 
viprà bahudhavadanti Indram Mitram... (RV 1.164.46) 


At the outset, it may appear that in the light of the conclusion 
established of B's being the highest referent of all Scriptural 
words (names) in their conno-denotative power, there is hardly 
any stumbling block in the way of the Samanvaya of the names 
and marks of import of other gods like Indra or others to warrant 
the opening of a fresh adhi to establish it. Tho' this objection 
may be true to some extent, there are supervening grounds 
in support of the claims of the other gods like Indra which 
necessitate the opening of a fresh adhi. to dispose of the case. 


The point is this. Tho’ it has been established in the course 
of the decision of the previous adhi. in respect of terms like 
annam, osadhi and other material Tattavas, the gods lauded in 
the Srutis stand on a different footing. They beingsentientintelligent 
beings of a higher order of existence are credited with unimpeded 
powers (apratihatasaktayah) unlike ordinary mortals. There are 
Scriptural texts such as "Indra" is the most powerful of the 
gods and these gods enjoy the benefit of both conventional usage 
of meaningful designations as "Indra" and "Candra". If they are 
not to be referred to by their names in their rüdha and yaugika 
senses, they cannot be invoked and invited to receive their oblations 
in the Vedic sacrifices : Indràya indo parisrava (RV ix.113, 11). 
It may even be believed that they are of the nature of 
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Paramatman who is designated by different names according 
to exigencies of different rites in which they participate, This 
presumption is supported by the terminological affinity between 
the two descriptions of B. in the Annamaya Prakarana which 
has been established to be the Supreme B. described as adrsya 
and in similar description here of the "Antastha" as the one 
who remains unseen. 


The Taitt. A. (iii, 11, 4) predicates that the primeval Egg 
(brahmanda) is the outcome of the virile power of the Lord. 
These above distinctive marks of the primeval Being are sufficient 
to distinguish the gods like Indra who are all ina state of suspended 
animation during Mahapralaya (Cf. Arvag Deva asya visarjanena 
atha ko veda yata ababhiva (RV X 129.6) and mark off these 
from the Supreme B. and establish its exclusive right to be the 
"Antastha" or Antaryàmi of all the other gods and as the One 
reposing in the waters of the Deluge, when the entire Cosmos 
lay submerged in the waters of Mahapralaya. 


The presence of direct Sruti and mark of import in favor of 
Indra or other deities relied upon by the Purvapaksa is superseded 
by the marks of import in favor of the Supreme B. (cited already), 
which do not admit of any other explanation (niravakasa) It cannot 
be that the marks of import cited in favor of Indra and the 
other gods are equally Niravakasa. They are overthrown by an 
express declaration of the Sruti that the 


names Indra, Mitra, 
Varuna, Agni, 


Yama, Matarisvà are the exclusive appellations 
of the One Supreme in the opinion of the learned ones and 
the initiates. (Vidvad-rüdhi) (RV. 1.164.46). Such sovereignty as 
is possessed by Indra and others has been explained to be 


vested in them by the will of the Supreme and depends on 
it according to Srutis and Puranas : 


Vide hi Rudro rudriyam mahitvam (R.V. VII. 


i 40. 5) 
Yam kàmaye tam tam ugram krnomi tam Br 


ahmanam 
(R.V. X.125. 6) 
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Srjami tanniyukto ‘ham Haro harati tadvasah 
(Bhag. Il. 6. 31) 


Even the sovereignty and powers possessed by Indra and 
others are not absolute and unlimited but only comparatively 
greater than some others in the finite world. Were it not so 
there will be the undesirable contingency of having to recognise 
the simultaneous existence of many Independent Beings of absolute 
sovereignty (anekesvara-virodha). Such Vidvadrüdhi as may be 
present in the others has to be understood to be due to the 
immanent presence of the Supreme Being in them. As for the 
contention of the Purvapaksa that these other gods may be accepted 
as identical with B. and as such all the distinctive marks of 
import of the "Antastha" having to be accepted as theirs also 
because of their oneness with the Supreme, suffice it to say 
that such a view stands utterly discredited by the explicit statement 
of the Srutis emphasising their difference from the Supreme 
in the text of the Taitt. Aranyaka itself : 


Indrasya atma, Vayor atmanam kavayo nicakhyuh Antar 
Aditye manasa carantam brahma anvavindat 


"The inner Self of Indra" “The wise ones visualised the Inner 
Self of Vayu" "The one who moves about in the Sun" - God 
Brahma realised the Supreme one seated in the heart of the 
gods" (T.A. iii, 11) 


Moreover, the statements made about Indra and others in 
the Aranyaka text such as "Indro raja jagato ya ise "Apàm 
netàram" etc. are placed in apposition with them which means 
they are actually present in them. The predications of being 
"King of the world", "Apàm netaram" etc. cannot be referred 
to a being other than themselves as they constitute a single 
proposition. The Puranas also proclaim "Myself, Siva and all 
of you, Sirs, are the essence of Narayana. The manifestations 
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of Brahman in the form of Indra and other entities the latter 
can share in the nature and attributes of the Unconditioned form 
of Brahman, but not the other way about. There is thus no bar 
to accepting the position that Indra and the other gods are the 
same as the Being referred to as "Antastha" and as such they 
have the requisite nature of being "self-determined" and endowed 
with the highest level of unlimited sovereignty and other attributes 
conveyed by the appellative basis of terms such as "Indra" applied 
to them. That being so, they can be freely credited with the 
necessary fitness (Saktita) to be entitled to enjoy full sovereignty 
and Vidvad-rudhi and Mahayoga, as well, in respect of names 
applied to them. 


Such is the nature of the adhikasanka (supervening objection) 
to sustain the Pürvapaksa. The Sütrakàra turns down these 
objections by drawing specific attention to the indisputable marks 
of import of the Supreme Brahman disclosed by the references 
to such incontestable and inalienable marks of import of the 
Supreme B. further down, in the following parts of the Taitt. 
Aranyaka such as "The four-faced Brahma realised the Supreme 
B. who lay reposing in the waters of Deluge, at His sweet will 
(T. A. Ill. 11, 1) "The wise ones know Him as the One who 
reposes in the Ocean. The past present and future Brahmadevas 
realise the Supporter of the Jivas (T. A. iii, 11, 11). 


SANKARA'S INTERPRETATION 


Sankara's Bhasya locates the Visayavakya of this adhi. in 
Chan. Up. where the Golden Person seen in the Sun (i, 6, 6- 


7) and the person seen in the eye (1. 7. 6) are declared to 


be B. As the choice of theVisayavakya is Partly the same according 
to Sankara between the present adhi. and the Antaradhikarana 
(ii, 2, 19-17) as the Purusa seen in the eye figures in both 
the adhi-s one of the two would appear to be redundant., 


either 
the earlier one or the later. 
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Acarya Madhva therefore avoids this overlapping and 
redundancy by confining the Visayavakya of the Antasthatvadhi. 
to T.A. : Antah pravistam kartram etam (iii, 11) and selecting 
the text from Chan. Up. iv, 5, 7, referring to the person seen 
in the eye as the Visayavakya of the Antaradhi. (1,2,13-17). 
It is true that the reference to the Purusa seen in the eye occurs 
in two different chapters of the Chandogya Up. But that does 
not warrant devoting two different adhi-s to discuss it. The contention 
that the person seen in the eye being a reflection of Brahman 
thro' Upadhi is unsustainable, for the dazzling rays of the Sun 
would prevent the direct vision of the Person in the Sun. A 
similar figurative explanation can be adopted to the perception 
of the Person in the Sun, which will dispense with the need 
io think of a supervening objection (adhikasanka) to justify the 
opening of the Antaradhi. The marks of import of B. such as 
freedom from sin and antaratva are availabe in both the contexts 
of the Chan. Up. For these reasons, the Acarya's choice of 
entirely different Visayavakya for the Antasthatva-adhi. and the 
Antaradhi referring to the Person seen in the eye must be adjudged 
to be on the right track. 

ce fe of 


1. Yadyapyayam LingatmakahSabdah Indradyaneka-nama-samanvaya- 


labhat atra nirnitah (NS. P. ...) 


2. Vakyabhedena adhikaranabhede Sastra-aparyavasanaprasangat, 
Santi ca atrapi amrtatvadayo Brahmadharma. Nanu Esa drsyate 
iti pratyakse arthe yujyate. Brahma tu paroksam na tatha nirdesavisayo 
bhavisyati. Yujyate caitat pratibimbe. Yato atrapi antaraksini Puruso 
dr$yate iti pratyaksabhidhanam asti. Tad atra yatha Paramatmani 

savakagitam tatha tadapi bhavisyatiti ka tatra abhyadhikas$anka 


(NS. P. 147). 
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Chapter-8 


AKASADHIKARANAM 


The present adhikarana establishes in B. the Samanvaya of 
names of elemental Tattvas in Scripture of which Akaga is the 
principal one. The Visayavakya is from Chan. Up. : "Which is 
the goal of this world. Space. For, all these creatures are produced 
from Space. They enter into it. It is greater than them and the 
final goal. It is the Udgitha the highest and the best. One who 
knowing this meditates on Udgitha becomes the highest and 
the infinite" (i,9, 1-2) 


The Purvapaksa maintains that this term refers to elemental 
space, as both by Yoga and rüdhi, elemental space is accepted 
as its referent here. For, as between a mark of import and a 
bare statement of theSruti, the formeris accepted more probative'. 
Nor can the mere multiplicity of these marks of import in favor 
of B. be accepted as decisive. For this multiplicity of affirmation 
in the sruti can also be counter balanced the Lingas. Nor can 
it be objected that the multiplicity of marks of import in favor 
of B. and of the elemental Tattva are equally matched and 
therefore no decision can be taken. AS a matter of fact, they 
cannot be considered to be evenly matched. For the principle 
of exegesis is that the criterion of relative strength or weakness 
of Sruti versus Linga is of two kinds : One of numer 
or intrinsic vigor of one of the two. The latter is b 
ground of being the foundational ground of proof 


ical strength 
ased on the 
as between 
a natural and an artificial ground of Proof. As the elemental 
of the root 
S to exist 
en. 


Tattva fulfils the appellative basis (Pravrttinimitta) 
sense or ‘Akasa’ as providing room for bodie 
(avakasapradatvam) its claims cannot be overridg 
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It may be felt that these arguments in favour of elemental 
Tattva have already been disposed of in the previous adhikarana 
itself by establishing that all names such as Indra refer only 
to B. on the basis of the highest and the fullest primary denotation 
ofVidvadrudhi and Mahayoga and only secondarily to otherTattvas, 
where necessary. The matter is therefore closed. In the 
circumstances, there is really no valid reason at all to open 
a fresh adhi. to deal with the claims of Akasa. 


The Acarya disarms this objection and brings out the nature 
of the supervening objection (adhikasanka) warranting the opening 
of a fresh adhi. to deal with the case of Akasa. The point is 
this. It stands to reason that the claims of Indra and others 
are entitled to only a secondary reference in respect of them, 
for want of unlimited sovereignty and fulness of other attributes 
associated with the ideal application of their names to them. 
It is therefore but proper to hold that by Mahayoga andVidvadrughi 
only the supreme B. has to be taken to be denoted by such 
terms. 


But the case of Akasa stands on a different footing. It is 
all right that the application of terms like Indra and others to 
the various gods holding their different portfolios of jurisdiction 
over different spheres of cosmic administration at the behest 
of B, is to regarded as determined by the sovereign will of B. 
But the difficulty in the case of Akasa is that its appellative 
basis of providing room for bodies to exist is absolute and cannot 
be conceived as nothing otherwise at any time or place. Nor 
can this innate characteristic of Akaga be ascribed to Divine 
will. The various ways in which sovereignty is exercised by way 
of extending protection to others, bestowing gifts or ruling over 
others ascribed to Indra and others are naturally associated 
with thinking beings. Such excercise of such powers by individuals 
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depends on their conation, as and when necessary. This cannot 
be extended to the innate capacity of Akasa to give room for 
bodies to exist which is natural to it and not a temporary feature 
or due to extraneous causes which may be attributed to Divine 
will and control. For the element of Akàsa is an insentient Tattva 
and cannot react intelligently to extraneous stimulus. Neither 
can the word Akasa be attuned to B, thro its root sense as 
B. does not partake of the nature of bare Space. Hence, 
Akasa can only denote elemental space and cannot be applied 
to B. either by rudhi or by Yoga. Hence there is no justification 
or need for opening a fresh adh. to establish the Samanvaya 
of Akaga in B. 

There is not much force in the above objection. For there 
is nothing illogical in holding that even the innate characteristics 
of insentient principles and entities are in the final philosophical 
analysis subject to divine dispensation. The Bhagavata Purana 
tells us in so many words that Akasa provides room for bodies 
to exist and living beings to breathe, by Divine dispensation 


Nabho dadati Svasataém margam Yanniyamad adah (Ill. 29.43) 


For it is in the nature and fitness of things that an Independent 
self-determined Supreme Being such as B. should ex hypothesi 
be deemed to be capable of determining innate Capacities of 
all beings and entities in finite reality. It will be no compliment 
to an Independent Self-determined Being to presume that its 
prerogatives are realised only in the Case of non-eternals and 
cannot extend to eternal principles, It should be remembered 
that Creation in Vedanta philosophy is neither de novo nor ex 
nihilo. The supreme Being is hailed in the Kathopanisad as the 
eternal among eternals : Nityo nityanam. It would be obtuse 
to read it as Nityo anityanam as it would be o 


, ut of keeping 
with the following Cetanas Cetananam. Finite rea 


lity comprises 
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both eternals and non eternals. We cannot wish the eternals 
away. Both must be subject to Divine will. Acarya Madhva has 
rightly argued : 


Satta Pradhàna-Purusa-$aktinàm ca pratitayah 
Pravrttayasca tas sarva nityam nityatmana yatah 
Tatha anityataya anityam nitya$aktya svaye$varah 
Niyamayati nityam ca 'Na rte tvad' iti $ruteh? 

(AV 582-583) 


Commentator Jayatirtha explains the rationale of this stand with 
his wonted penetration of insight : 


Tadrsi khalu aisvari Saktih. Yan nityasvabhava bhavabhava Sarva 
visayika. Anyatha Sarvesvaratvahaneh. Tasyah Sakteh kimsakyam 
iti cet, Tatsvarüpa sattaiva iti vadamah. Anadisiddham iti cet, 
Satyam. Anadi-i$varasaktyaiva iti vadamah. (NS. p. 151) 


Such is the incomprehensible power of the Lord, that it applies 
to the eternal and the non-eternal, positive and negative principles 
as well. If you want to know how far its scope extends, our 
answer is that it extends to the core of every Tattva positive 
or negative eternal or non-eternal as it is constituted. If some 
of them are beginningless, it is because of the Lord's will that 
they should be so and not in His despite." (Bhag. Il. 10.12) 


It may appear that the Sutrakara has not spelt out any specific 
ground for attuning the term Akasa to B. beyond a vague 
"Tallingát" which gives no hint of any specific ground or authority 
for such attunement. which is capable of overcoming the 
supervening objection raised. The Acàrya explains that the case 
for Samanvya is established by the Sutrakara on the strength 
of the grounds contained in the Visayavkayas of the adhi such 
as the marks of B's being described as being the "greater than 
the greatest" (parovariyastva) which is the most important one 
of all and others of its being "Udgitha". lauded as the highest, 


and its being illimitable (anantatva) These are inapplicable to 
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Akaga which has a genesis (See Taitt. Up. Il, 1) from B. and 
is subject to Laya in Mahapralaya (R. V. x, 129) This applies 
to the gods as well (Arvag devà asya visarjanena (R. V. X, 129). 


Apart from these, elemental Akasa cannot be said to be self- 
determined in being able to provide room for bodies to exist, 
as we have already seen. Other distinctive defining attributes 
of other Bhautika Tattvas are similary determined by the Lord's 
will :Sarvabhütagunair yuktam maivam màm jnatum arhasi (Mbh. 
XII 339.45)? 


It is thus well established that all Adhibhutattvas indicated 
by the word 'Akása', by extension of reference, refer in their 
highest and fullest primary sense and Mahayoga to the Supreme 
Being. 


eR 


1. Srutilingavakya - prakarananam .... paradaurbalyam arthavi- 
prakarsat (PMS) 


2. For further elucidation see my Philosophy of Madhvacarya (Motilal 
B. Dass, Delhi 1986 P. 225) 


3. Sarvesam Prthivyádibhütànàm ye dharakatva-tarpakatva - tapakatva 
- $osakatva - avakasadatrtvadayo gunah, tair gunaih yuktam 
mam jnatum narhasi iti kamcit Pratiucyate (Raghavendara T. NSP. 
p.131) 
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Chapter-9 
PRANADHIKARANAM 


The Visayavakya of this adhi is located by the Acarya in 
T. Aranyaka iii, 4 "Thou art Prana. You bestow on and sustain 
appropriate bliss of selfhood on the gods Brahma and others. 
You have infinite bliss in yourself and actuate the presiding deities 
of the nine senses". 


The doubt arises if this "Prana" is the supreme Being or 
Mukhya-Prana. The Purvapaksa is that this being is 
Mukhya-Prana (chief of the presiding deities of the senses). For 
the term Prana carries the sense of the act of breathing which 
is a purely physical one. Such a restricted meaning would not 
fit in with the import of the passage of bestowing their bliss 
on the other gods. Hence, Prana meant here is to be accepted 
as Mukhya-Prana the presiding deity of Breath in which sense 
it is very widely used in Srutis and Smritis and its root sense 
also indicates one by whose presence and energising activity, 
all living beings manage to live. 


It cannot be objected there is no need to open a fresh adhi. 
as the application of the name Prana to the Supreme B. has 
already been established in the Siddhanta of the earlier adhi. 
that all the names of other principles are applicable to the Supreme 
B. both thro' their fullest conventional sense and by the initiates 
in their maximum radical sense as well. 


Te Acarya explains the supervening objection 
(abhyadhikasanka) which justifies the opening of a fresh adhi. 
The present case is on a different footing. The root meaning 
of Prana is power of sustaining life and activity in the body. 
These are fulfilled by Mukhya-Prana as a deity. For it is only 


when Mukhya-Prana is presentin the body that life can be sustained 
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and not in his absence. Thus, on the basis of a positive and 
a negative concomitance it is fully established that 
Mukhya-Pràna is the source of all life and activity. There is no 
force in the objection that the sustenance of life in the body 
is due to the physical activity of circulation of air in the physical 
body thro inhalation and exhalation. That is not so simple. The 
body of Mukhya-Prana himself is constituted of the special 
modification of Vayu and it is such a deity which is responsible 
for the body being kept alive and functioning. So far as we 
can see there is no similar basis of concomitance both positive 
and negative in attributing the regulation of the breathing activity 
of the body to a Supreme Being, instead of to Mukhya-Prana, 
Hence, there seems to be no compelling reason to override 
,the express statement of the Sruti in favor of the Supreme Being. 
Such is the supervening objection. 


Moreover, there seems to be no Specific indication in the 
wording of the supervening objection in the form in which it 
has been made out, as is usually expected, which may be taken 
to embody its rebuttal. The words 'Ata eva Pranah' carry no 
such clue. 


The Acarya points out that it is not so. The words ‘Ata eva 
Pranah’ do carry a mark of import which does not admit of 
being otherwise explained (niravakása) as one based on both 
positive and negative concomitance between Sustenance of the 
body and the activity of Mukhya Prana according to the Purvapaksa. 
After all, the presence of a Positive and negative concomitance 
is not always a necessary and absolute proof of a Causal relation. 
In that case the performance of Agnihotra Cannot be an invariable 
concomitant of the attainment of heaven, as Svarga can be attained 
by the performance of any other Sacrifice as well. However if 
the question is since there is Sufficient evidence on both sides 
that Mukhya Prana and the Supreme B.are the cause of sustaining 
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life, why should it be insisted that it is primarily so in regard 
to Brahman and only secondarily in regard to Mukhya Prana? 
The answer is simple that it is the Supreme B. which energises 
and enables Mukhya Prana to sustain life. It explains why Mukhya 
Prana cannot be credited with the power to sustain life 
independently. An unconditioned positive and negative 
concomitance alone can be accepted as competent to establish 
a uniformly causal relation. In the present case, such a condition 
is not fulfilled because the supreme Brahman is the energiser 
of Mukhya Prana to carry out his function of sustaining life in 
the body. Mukhya Prana is subject to the Lord and remains 
in the body only so long as it pleaseth the Lord and has to 
leave it when the Lord wills it so. This is endorsed by the clear 
words of the Sutra "Ata eva" (Pranah) on the authority of the 
Sruti : "Not by the out breath or the in breath does a mortal 
live. But by another do they live on which both these two depend" 
(Katha Up. ii,2,5)' 


It stands to reason therefore that the only way in which the 
arguments of the Purvapaksa based on anvyavyatireka of Mukhya 
Prana's role in regulating life and bodily functions of the individual 
can be convincingly refuted by appealing to the agency of the 
Supreme Brahman described as the Lord of Sri and Laksmi 
in the preceding Anuvaka of the Taitt. Aranyaka (iii, 18) followed 
by the one from which the Visayavakya of the present Adhi. 
is taken. Thus difference in the place of location between the 
two texts does not take away their interrelation to the Person 
referred to viz. the Supreme Being either grammatically or 
syntactically, as the nominative "Tvam." in Tad vai tvam Prano 
adbhavah) and the genitive singular "Te" in Srisca Te 
Laksmi&ca patnau refer to one and the same Person (Brahman). 
This evidence cited by the Acarya establishes beyond doubt 
that the Prana referred to in theVisayavakya is indeed the Supreme 


Brahman. 
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Sankara's INTERPRETATION 


Sankara's bhasya has rejected the Vrittikara's choice of 
Pranasya Pranam (Brh. IV. 4 f) and Prananbandhanam hi Manah 
(Chàn. Up. VI 8.2) as the Visayavakya of the adhi. as indefensible 
on contextual grounds and the use of distinctive words which 
leave no room for doubt. His own preference is for the following 
from the Ugitha Prakarana of the Chandogya 
(i,11,4-5) "O Prastotar priest, which is the divinity of the Saman 
you sing and the answer is "Prana" - All beings here enter into 
Prana and depart from him. That is the divinity belonging to 
the Prastava." The doubt here arises because other texts like 
Prana of Prana Pranabandhanam Manah point to Brahman whereas 
the same word Prana is understood to refer to a modification 
of air in worldly and scriptural usage. Hence the possibility of 
doubt according to Sankara. 


But the distinct reference to the Deity of the Saman in the 
question put to the Prastota gives a knock out blow to Sankara's 
Purvapaksa which takes the term Prana in the sense of an insentient 
principle (Pranasabdo Vayuvikare Prasiddhataro loka-vedayoh 
(SBSB.). Moreover the merger of the elements and their 
reemergence is well established in the Srutis. In Brahman, The 
supposed merger of speech, power of sight and hearing in Susupti 
and their reemergence after waking up can be equally understood 
with reference to merger in the Supreme Brahman. At the most 
these apparently rival texts may give rise to a doubt but not 
to a regular Purvapaksa which needs to be based on textual 
evidence of equal force. Moreover it is not possible to be sure 
and certain that when there is continuity of Prana-vrttis in deep 
sleep the functional activities of the Sense organs become defunct 
and merge in Mukhya Pràna and resume the 
the person wakes up from Sleep. It does n 
to prove that they are merged in and eme 


ir functions when 
ot necessarily go 
rge from Mukhya 
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Pràna as this cannot be established thro Pratyaksapramána as 
the "senses are in essence 'supersensible" and cannot be 
perceived. There is no possibility of inference as there is no 
invariable concomitance to sustain a Vyapti. This point has been 
well brought out by Raghavendra Tirtha in his Parimala.? Moreover 
as the Sruti makes it clear that Prarmatman Himself is wide 
awake guarding the Jivas who are deep in slumber, the merger 
and emergence of the senses can as well be in and from 
Paramatman. 


Tt 
ee MM meet Loo iL e eL LL er 


1. Ata eva atra Srutau Na Pranena napanena martyo ji vati Itarena 
tu jivanti yasmin etavupasritau iti. Mukhya-Pranarupayoh 
Pranapanayoh Jivanahetutvam nisiddham. Anvayavyatireka siddhasya 
sarvatha nisedhayogena Mukhya jivanahetutvam netyabhiprayena 
tannisedhasambhavat (NS. p. 132). 


2. Read :ürnanàbheh svagarirabhuta-tantusamvedanadimattvepi 
Svasamveganadimattvabhavad ityabhiprayah (NS. P. p. 133) 
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Chapter-10 
JYOTIRADHIKARANAM 


This adhi. establishes the Samanvaya in B of the name of 
Jyotis which is found widely current in worldly usage to refer 
to some powerful light. The next adhi. establishes the Samanvaya 
of 'Adhiveda' sabdas such as 'Gaytatri' as current in the sense 
of a Vedic metre and others of its kind. 


According to the authors of Sannyayaratnavali andTattvapradipa 
both direct disciples of Acarya, these two topics constitute a 
unit with an internal distinction (antarbheda) of the subject matter 
as the same term "Jyotis" figures in both their Visayavakyas 
in close contact. However, according to Jayatirtha they form 


two separate adhi-s. : Uttaram Gayatryadhikaranam eva vivriyate 
(NS. p. 151). 


As the next adh. is also based on an 'adhikásankà' it seems 
proper to have a separate adhi. for it as J. has chosen to do 
Cf. Punasca prapakaddhetoh tatra adhikaranantaram (A.V. i, ver. 
160). while introducing the Anandamayadhi. 


The Visayavákya of the Jyotiradhi. is taken from the 
Agnisükta of Rg. Veda VI 9, 6 where the Poet gives expression 
to his inability to comprehend or express in adequate words 
the splendor of the Divine Being the Effulgant light in the heart 
(hrdayeahitam Jyotib), as his ears, eyes and mind are obliged 
to stay away with a fleeting glimpse of the Jyotis 


'What and 
how can | speak of it, see or think of It?' 


This is a most stirring 
sentiment of Mystic realisation in the oldest of the world's literature 


and is worth quoting in the original, for its breat 


h-taking music 
of words and depth of feeling : 
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Vi me karņā patayato vi caksur vidam Jyotir hrdaya àhitam 
Vi me manascarati dūra àdhih Kimsvid vaksyami kimu nu 


manisye? 


what shall we say of the great Acàrya who takes us to such 
refreshing springs of the message of the oldest of our heritage 
thro' his matchless Bhasya on the Brahmasutra and in AV? There 
can be no two opinions that no other Bhasyakara of the Sutras 
has given us such an insight into the heart of the Vedas. 


The Purvapaksa maintains that as the name Jyotis is read 
in the Agni Sukta of the Rg. Veda, its attunement with B. as 
existing in the cave of the heart of Man as established earlier 
in the Anandamayadhikarana (Taitt. Up. Yo veda nihitam 
guhayam) cannot be sustained. For this Jyotis referred to here 
is the element of Fire or its presiding deity as accepted in the 
world thro' rudhi and yoga and the context of its use in the 
Visayavakya (Agnisukta) which forbids its attunement withVedantic 
B. Therefore, on the strength of both the express statement 
(Sruti) and the context (prakarana) this Jyotis can only be accepted 
as the element of Fire (tejas) or its presiding Deity Agni and 


not B. 


The Siddhana is that this Jyotis must indeed be the Supreme 
Being. The term 'tat' (referring to the Jyotis) follows by 'anuvrtti' 
from Sutra 4 and the emphatic particle 'eva' introduced by the 
Acarya in his Bhasya (visnur eva Jyotih) Karnadi nam 
vicaranabhidhanal) confirms the point with a reason provided 
by the text of the Visayavakya itself. This mark of import of 
Karnadinam vicarana-abhidhana provided by the statement about 
the Jyotis that it transcends mind and speech and the visual 


organ beyond the reach of most of those who are born or yet 
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to be born as another Vedic Poet has put it Na te Visno 
Jayamano na jato deva mahimnah antam apa (RV VII. 99) Paro 
matraya tanvà vrdhàna na te mahitvam anvasnuvanti (RV VIII 
97. 1) 


These are well known marks of import of Brahman described 
in the Rg. Vedic text and elsewhere in the Upanisads also (Yato 
vaco nivartante aprapya mahasa saha Anandam BrahmanoVidvan 
Taitt. Up. Il 9) Avacanenaiva provaca (Baskala Sruti) compel 
us to recognise that this 'Param-Jyotis' is the supreme Brahman 
(Read : Param jyotir upasampadya svena rüpena abhinispadyate 
Sa uttamah Purusah (Chan. Up. VIII. 12.3). 


UB ot 
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Chapter-11 
GAYATRYADHIKARANAM 


Ele odelo o a eee ee ee ee ee ew e o eee 0 9 ee se ee 


This Adhi. establishes the Samanvaya in B. of all 'adhiveda' 
names such as Gayatri, the name of a Vedic metre which can 
be extended to others of its class. It deserves to be noted in 
this connection that the Aitareya Aranyaka ii, 2, 3 brings together 
many other Adhiveda names such as Sukta, rk, ardharca and 
even names of celebrated seers of Süktas such as Vasista 
Vamadeva, Bharadvaja, Grtsamada and Visvamitra all attuned 
to B., concluding with an arresting pronouncement : “All these 
Rcas, all the Vedas, all sounds refer to One Being Prana, They 
are to be understood as Rks addressed to Prana in the main." 
Acàrya Madhva explains in his commentary on these thrilling 
pronouncements that "Not only the names of the gods and Rsis 
in the Vedas but even the very music of the spheres, the roaring 
of the Oceans, the thunder of the clouds, the thud of falling 
trees in the forests voice the majesty of God and these should 
be attuned to him in the proper manner. His abiding faith in 
the Maha Samanvaya of Sastra in B. thro' Mahayoga and 
Vidvadrüdhi is rooted in these pronouncements of the Aitareya 
Upanisad which is said to have been his favorite. 


To get back to our main subject, the Gayatri is described 
in the Visayavakya as having four metrical feet and six 
manifestations as speech, created beings, earth, body, heart 
and vital air (Chan. Up. iii,12,2-4. The Visayavakya runs : 
Gayatri is all this that has come to be. Whatever is there is 
here such is indeed Gayatri. It sings and protects everyone who 
recites it. This Gayatri has four feet and is sixfold. This is proclaimed 
by the Rk (Purusa Sukta R.V. X.90 3) His greatness is of such 
an extent. Hence the Purusa is greater than all. All beings are 
one fourth of Him. The other three fourths are in the immortal 


regions of Heaven (Chan. Up. iii, 13, 1-6). Continuing the text 
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adds "Now this Light (Jyotis) which shines above the heaven 
(paro divah) above all (Visvatah prsthesu) above everything 
(sarvatah prsthesu) and which are high in themselves (uttamesu) 
such as the world of Moksa. The same is this light which is 
here in every person (ii, 13 7) 


These statements raise a doubt if the Gayatri-B or the metre 
consisting of a group of articulate sounds is meant. The Purvapaksa 
maintains that it must be the metre. The question cannot be 
decided on the basis of the interpretation adopted in the earlier 
adhi, because the Vedic metre is part of the Vedas which are 
eternal and cannot therefore be dependent on another for 
expressing its primary sense. Srutis which refer to Akasa as 
anadi (beginningless) have reference to Avyakrta-Akaga and not 
Bhutakasa which has a genesis (Taitt. Up.). In the present case, 
the subject (dharmi) Gayatri by itself being uncreated, its attributes 
of conveying its sense (arthapratyayakatva) and 
(adhyetr-papa-kspana) cannot be dependent on another. Moreover, 
in the text referring to Akasa there are some marks of import 
of B but not here. The same Gayatri which has been described 
towards the end as Jyotis or the light above all (iii, 13, 7) has 
already been identified as Brahman. Hence, there can be no 
supervening objection to warrant the opening of a fresh adhi 
again to deal with Gayatri. 


We answer it is not so, as there is still Scope for a supervening 
objection. For, even tho' the Jyotis described in the previous 
adhi has been declared to be B. it is still possible to argue 
that the description of the two differ. In the earlier Case, the 
Jyotis has been described as beyond the ken of the eyes and 
ears, whereas here it is described as "seen" (drsyate) 
(iii, 18. 7). Moreover the term Jyotis can be applicable to the 
metre also as we have its Synonym "Tejas" refered to in the 
present text as the effulgence of B Tejo vai Brahmavarcasam 
Gayatri (NS. i, p. 152). Even conceding that the Tejas described 
as "beyond all this" is B., Gayatri cannot be anything but the 
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metre because it is taught as a separate Upade$sa in a seperate 
context. It is therefore possible to doubt if the Jyotis mentioned 
as the light which shines above heaven (iii, 13, 6) can be B 
or some other thing as it commences with the mention of 
Gayatri. Well then, as the term Gayatri also like Akaga can be 
attuned to B. where is the need to have a fresh adhi? 


The Acàrya sets aside these objections by pointing out the 
reasons which warrant the opening of a fresh Adhi. It is true 
that the Jyotis-Prakarana and the Gayatri-Prakarana both pertain 
to B. But the metre Gayatri poses no conflict because Gayatri 
signifies Brahman as its appellative basis of Ganatranakartva 
which are dependent on B. according to the Sutrakara. This 
cannot be objected to on the ground that the Jyotis described 
as "Perceived-" (iii, 13, 7) while the Jyotis referred to in the 
Rgvedic verse asVisayavakya of the previous adhikarana describes 
the Jyotis as beyond our vision. This can be explained on the 
ground that according to the Visavakya of the R. V. while the 
substrate (hrdaya) is seen, the Jyotis residing in it is not seen. 
Nor can the different ways of describing Gayatri (Brahman) 
as existing beyond dyuloka and in the higher immortal worlds 
(amrtam divi) using different case forms affect its identity, as 
these ways of description represent different angles of looking 
at it. 


Gayatri metre has only three Pàdas (metrical feet) as a rule 
and not four. The statement speaking of the four feet of 
Gayatri (iii, 12, 6) is itself sufficient indication that it cannot 
be the metre that is referred to.! Moreover, the Chandogya text 
itself quotes in support the verse from the Purusa 
Sükta which, by consensus, is in praise of the Supreme Brahman. 
This Rk from the Purusa Sükta which, by consensus, is in praise 
of the Supreme Brahman tells us that entire Bhutaprapanca taken 
together compares with no more than a quarter of Divine Majesty 
(Pado asya visva bhūtāni) and not that the entire Bhautika world 
constitutes exactly one fourth of Brahman, organically. This 
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statement has therefore to be taken in a figurative sense that 
at best it measures up to a small part of aspect of B's illimitable 
majesty. The Mahabharata tells us that all the worlds put together 
cannot equal: Divine Majesty : 


Ekato va jagat krtsnam ekato va Janardanah 
Sarato Jagatah krtsnad atirikto Janardanah 
Bhasma kuryad Jagad idam manasaive Janardanah 
(IV. 67. 18) 


Such statements as Pado asya Visva bhütàni have to be understood 
figuratively as when we speak of Devadatta's physical strength 
as one fourth of Yajnadatta's, which is not to be taken literally. 
The manifestations of Brahman denoted by Gayatri in the three 
immortal heavens of the released state are the regions of 
Svetadvipa, Anantasana and Vaikuntha spoken of in the 
Moksadharma Parva of Mahabharata and in the Samhitas of 
the Pancaratra. 


SaNKARA's VIEW 


According to Sankara, the foregoing Jyotiradhikarana consists 
of all the four Sütras and is based on Brh. Up. iii, 12, 6 and 
iii, 13, 7) taken together to establish the: identity of the Jyoti 
referred to earlier as Gàyatri as contributing to Brahman realisation 
thro! fixing the mind on it, as the Being of whom all the created 
world forms a quarter the other three fourths to be found in 
the immortal worlds Tripad asya amrtam divi. The Purvapaksa 
refuted here is that the mark of import which establishes the 
identity of the Jyotis referred to in Brh. Up. iii, 13, 7 with the 
Supreme B. (instead of Kaukseya Jyotis of the Purvapaksa) resting, 
in the last analysis, on what Sankara himself calls the recollective 
judgement of the oneness of the subject matter of the two 
successive Prakaranas of Jyotis and Gayatri. It should thus be 
clear that it is the evidence of the recollective judgment that 
operates as the decisive probans of establishing the identity 
of Jyotis and Gayatri-Brahman in this adhi. Tatra yac Catuspado 
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Brahmanas tri padasyamrtam divi iti dyusambandhi rüpam 
nirdistam tadeveha dyusambandhena  nirdistam iti 
pratyabhijnayate. Tatparityajya prakrtam jyotih kalpayatah 
prakrtahana-aprakrtaprakriye prasajyeyatàm (S.BSB 1,1, 24). Such 
being the case, one would expect the Sutrakara to have taken 
the bull by the horns and worded hie Sütra more precisely and 
to the point, bringing out the crux of the probans by wording 
the Sūtra as Jyotih padabhidhanat dropping Sutras 26 and 27 
or else as Jyotih pratyabhijnanat : 

Read : Evam hi vyakurvata prakrta-pratyabhijnanam jyotiso 
brahmatve  hetuh. Uttara tu  trisütri prakrtasya 
brahmatvopapapadika ityuktam syet. Tatha ca Srutahana- 
asrutakalpane syatam. Anyatha Jyotih Pratyabhijnanad ityeve 
brüyát. Laghu caivam sütram syat. Padabhidhanad ityeve va Vadet. 
Srutyanugamopi evam sati syat (NS. p. 152). 


oe fe $ 
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1. The example of a four footed Gayatri verse cited by Ramanuja 
in his Sribhasya under i, 1.26, is a unique and exceptional instance 


and cannot support a generalisation. 
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Chapter-12 Rr. ees 
PADANTYA-PRANADHIKARANAM 


(i.1.28-31) 


This adhi. is known as above in the Madhva tradition as it 
is the second and last adhi. of the Pada, establishing the identity 
of the name “Prana” used in the Srutis in its fullest primary 
sense with the Supreme Brahman. Perhaps, the term 
"Antaryami-Pranadhikaranam" may bring out the significance much 
more directly and impressively, having regard to the point 
established by the key Sutra Sastradrstyà tu UpadesoVamadevavat 
(i, 3l; CO) 


The adhi. according to Acàrya Madhva is based on several 
texts from the Aitareya Aranyaka ii,1; i,2; iiS and ii,4; iii.2. It 
is connected with the earlier Pranadhi, by way of anaksepasangati, 
calling into question the need to open this adhi. on the same 
subject as before. The Acarya himself indicates how the objection 
arises on the basis of Prana here in the Visayavakya associated 
with many other sense organs and their presiding deities, as 
one among them in the same series : Indriyais 
sahabhidhanat. 


The text which describes the entry of the Supreme Being 
into the body of Hiranyagarbha (and subsequently inside all created 
beings) entering thro’ His feet upwards to the head thro’ the 
Susumnanadi, along with the sense organs (and their deities) 
such as of the eyes, ears, mind and Speech and vital breath, 
etymologises the word for 'head' as Siras (as Sirsan 
sritah (Srayanat Sirah) 


The exact point of objection to the opening of a fresh adhi. 
is that the mere fact that the two adhi-s discuss two different 
sets of Visayavakyas from two different Sources on the same 
subject is not a sufficient ground for having separate adhi-s. 
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If there is any really indisputable justification to do so, the matter 
should have been discussed immediately after the former one 
and not after a gap of another adhikarana in between. 


Admitting the force of the objection, the Nyayasudha shows 
how the supervening objection rests on the Siddhantanyaya of 
the immediately preceding Gayatri-adhi. itself. To explain, in the 
preceding Gayatryadhi. not withstanding the existence of many 
names referring to Gayatri and its members, the Siddhanta in 
favor of B was arrived at on the strength of a multiplicity of 
decisive Srutis and marks of import. In the same way, the 
Visayavakya of the present adhi. too discloses many express 
statements of Srutis and inalienable marks of import in favor 
of others than Brahman. Hence the supervening objection. For 
example, there is the opening reference to 
Prana in intimate association with other sense organs and their 
deities like those of the eyes, ears, mind etc which do not fit 
in with B. which can be taken to justify the exception to be 
made in regard to B., by separating it from the series 
(prayapatha) of sense organs. On the contrary, the Purvapaksa 
in favor of Jivas and / or the deity of chief breath is not open 
to any such obstacle, because the Jivas are the beneficiaries 
of the proper functioning of the sense organs. There is again 
the parable of the quarrel among the deities of the sense organs 
for each one's supremacy over the rest (A.A.ii.4) which is settled 
by the voluntary exit of four of the deities of the sense organs, 
which does not bring about the collapse of the body and their 
shamefaced reentry into the body leading to the acknowledgment 
of the superiority of Prana by them : Tvam idam sarvam Tava 
vayam smah. There is also the mark of import pointing to Jivatman 
in the text which speaks of a life span of a hundred years of 


human life (IIl,2.3). There is also another text which speaks 


of Prana who sustains life in the body like the wooden cross 


beam of a house which holds the other bamboo poles in position 
to prevent the roof from collapsing : Práno Vamsah.... 
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(Ill, 2-3). Thus, we have plenty of express statements of Sruti 
in terms of the claims of others like Jiva and Mukhya Prana 
to sustain the Purvapaksa as in the case of the preceding adhi. 
to sustain an adhikasanka against the opening of the present 
adhi.. It should be noted that as the Siddhanta concedes the 
secondary role of Mukya Prana the deity in sustaining life in 
the body and control functions of the other sense organs and 
of the other deities, the primacy of the role of B in these cases 
too is not affected in the least. 


The Siddhanta therefore holds that in spite of all the secondary 
importance of these texts and their marks of import in favor 
of others, they are side-lined by the unmistakable reference to 
the overriding role of the Supreme Being in the texts and marks 
of import they embody, when they are examined fully and carefully 
‘and it becomes clear that the decision in favor of the Supreme 
B. rests on multiplicity of express statements of Sruti and marks 
of import, which do not admitof any other explanation or referent 
than B. in their highest primary sepse. They are Niravakāśa, 
while the texts and marks of import elsewhere are SavakaSa. 
The Siddhanta in this case is based on this criterion. Unlike 
in the case of the statement "The cots are making noise, where 
it is not the cots which are making the noise but the persons 
Sitting on it, in the present case, the express statements and 
marks of import are directly connected with the supreme B. 
alone in the highest primary sense and not secondarily so. 


Apart from the foregoing, the A. A. also speaks of the gods 
bringing the knowledge of the greatness of Prana to their disciples 
:Tam Devah pranayanta (ii, 3, 7) which constitutes another mark 
of import in respect of B. in terms of its being the object of 
adoration of the gods (sarvadevopasyatva). Again there is also 
the reference to the Divine chariot (Devaratha) in ii, 8, 8, which 
Prana rides, the chariot being drawn by various deities of 
the sense organs of speech (Uma), of the mind (Rudra) 
and others acting as the reins, the horses and the driver 


NYAYASUDHA P 


(sangrahi tà). Most important of all is the solemn declaration" 
Know all these Rcas, all the Vedas and all the sounds (of the 
Seas, the clouds and the falling trees and notes of Vina) to 
be addressed to Prana as the sole object of reference" (ii, 2, 
2). This is echoed by the words of the Upanisad : Sarve Vedà 
yatpadam amananti andVedaisca sarvair Anam eva Vedyah (Gita) 


In this way, the seeming references to Prana scattered in 
different parts of the Ait. A, admit of attunement with B. in their 
highest primary sense (parama-mukhyavrtti) and there is no 
difficulty whatsoever in the Sam-anvaya (all out Samanvaya) of 
the entirety of Sastra in B., as predicated in Sutra i,1,4 thro 
the threefold classification of all names, words and phrases and 
marks of import as Anyatraprasiddha, Ubhayatraprasiddha and 
Anyatraiva- prasiddha, worked out in the four Padas of the first 
Adhyaya, as can be seen from the way in which such samanvaya 
has been carried out in the present Pada and in the others 
which follow. The Acarya therefore connects all the three types 
of Upàsanas referred to in the Sütra Upasatraividhyat 
aSritatvat iha (i, 1, 31) to the spiritual fitness of different types 
of Adhikárins representing the cadres of Devas, Rsis and men. 
The Devas are Vyaptopasakas (competent to meditate on B. 
as all-pervasive) the Rsis who are competent to medtate on 
B. as indwelling in their hearts and men in external symbols, 
images or the sacred fire and Avatara forms. There is nothing | 
to be surprised at the Devas being brought in here for the 
Sütrakára has himself recognised the right of Brahmavidya to 
the Devas, following the Sruti : Tad yo Yo devánàm 
yatharsinàm tataha manusyanam (Brh. Up. (i. 4:10) : 

Antahprakasa, bahihprakasah Sarvaprakasa 

Deva vava Sarva 

Prakagaah Rsayo antshprakasah Manusyah Bahihprakasah 

Agnau kriyavatam Visnur Yoginam hrdaye Harih 


Pratimasvaprabuddhanam sarvatra Viditatmanam -Il 
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The Acarya has shown how these three classes of Adhikarins 
and the three types of Upasanas have been referred to in the 
text of the Aitareya Aranyaka : 


i) Sa etam eva simanam vidarya etaya dvara prapadyata (ii, 
4, 3). The Supreme Vasudeva cleft open the seams of the skull 
and entered the heart thro the doorway of the Susumnanadi. 
This refers to the inward Upasana. 


ii) Sa etam eva Purusam ta (ta) tamam apasyat (ii, 4, 3). The 
Supreme who entered inside saw Himself as the All-Pervasive 


iii) Etad dha vai Vidvan aha Mahidasa Aitareyah (ii 1, 8). Knowing 
all this Mahidasa Aitareya declared...." 


The reference to Mahidasa, in this context of Upasana is with 
reference to external Upasana, as it is well known that 
Mahidasa is the Seer of the Aranyaka and it would be superfluous 
to take it as a reference to his authorship of the text, As an 
Avatara of Visnu Mahidasa is mentioned here as an object of 
meditaion, as in the other cases. 


The Nyayasudha has not entered into an exhaustive survey 
of the entire subject matter of this adhi. as dealt with by Sankara 
and Ramanuja. It has confined its review of S's interpretation 
of its Visayavakya from the Kausitaki Upanisad drawing attention 
to the inadequacy of the significance of the term 'Vaktuh' in 
the Sutra. | have therefore thought it fit to incorporate the crucial 
details of their interpretation of Sutras 29,30 and 31 which have 
a vital bearing in determining the true Significance of the key 
words such as Adhyátmasambandhabhümà, Vamadevavat and 
Upasatraividhya, so as to provide complete picture of the different 
positions of the three Bhasyakaras. l also invite the attention 
of the readers to my BSPC where an in-depth study of the 
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whole adhi. according to these three principal traditions of B. 
S. interpretation has been set forth in the light of Madhva's 
Aitareya Up. Bhasya Jaya Tirtha's TP and Vyàsatirtha's 
Tatparya-Candrika. 


As the present adhi. is based on the Aitateya Aranyaka in 
Madhva's Bhasya, a problem arises in regard to the smooth 
attunement of the name "Prana" in Brahman as so far established, 
which has to be resolved so that the interpretation can be accepted 
as final. An unexpected difficulty arises from what we find in 
the A. A. ii, 2, 3. Where the god Indra greatly pleased with 
the tireless recitation of a thousand Rcas of the Brhati — Sahasra 
(Sastra) by the Sage Visvamitra offers him a boon and 
Vigavamitra, accordingly submits he would like to know him (Indra) 
better : Tvam eva vijaniyam. Thereupon, Indra tells him "O Sage, 
| am Pràna, You are Pràna all these beings are Prana" : 


Prano va aham asmi Rse Pranastvam Pranah sarvani 
bhütani. 
This is an astounding statement, as prima facie Indra as 
such is neither Prana, nor is Vi$vamitra nor are all the other 
beings Prana. Hence it calls for a full clarification. The first part 
of the Sutra Na vaktur atmopad$ad iti cen na (i, 1, 29) takes 
up the question and answers it and eludicates it in the second 
part, in terms of “adhyatmasambandhabhuma hyasmin" and 
proceeds to illustrate its intended esoteric sense on the analogy 
of the declaration of Sage Vàmadeva in the Rg. Veda (lv, 26, 
1) after he had attained enlightenment. He says "| was Manu 
and Surya. | am Kaksivan the Rsi. | bestowerd land on the 
Arya". And the Sutrakara tells us that these declarations of 
Vàmadeva have been made from the standpoint of the Sàstra" 


(Sastradrstya). 
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Sankara's VIEW 


Before we go into the significance of these cryptic statements, 
we have to note that according to Sankara's interpetation the 
Visayavakya of this adhikarana is from Kausi taki 
Brahmanopanisad (iii) where the interlocutors are King Pratardana 
son of Divodasa and Indra. King Pratardana goes to the abode 
of Indra by dint of his heroism and fighting (yuddhena 
paurusena ca). He is offered a boon. He humbly requests India 
to choose for him. Indra snubs him saying "A superior does 
not choose for an inferior, choose for yourself". After a while, 
Indra tells Pratardana "Know Me alone" (iii, 1) "I am Prana" 
(iii, 2). Now, Sankara's philosophy of non-dualism is based on 
Brahman's Sarvatmakatvam oneness with all existence. While 
the Aitareya text includes the words. You are Prana and all these 
beings are Prana are much more explicitly suggestive of Brahman's 
Sarvatmakatva as Sankara would have it according toVamadeva's 
statementAham Manur abhavam süryascaand the Brhadaranyaka 
text quoted by in corroboration of his explanation "Yathà Tad 
Yoyo devanam pratyabuddhyata Sa eva tadabhavat. 
Tatharsinam tatha manusyanam Tad dhaitat pasyan Rsir Vamadevah 
pratipede Aham Manur abhavam Suryasca iti Sruteh (Brh. Up. 
i, 4, 10), while explaining the Sutra i, 1, 30. It would thus appear 
that the Aitareya text has better claims to be chosen as the 
Visyavakya instead of the one from Kausitaki. This comes out 
even more clearlyfrom the use of the term "vaktuh" in the opening 
Sütra whose explanation by Sankara is very weak and redundant, 
as compared with Madhva's reference to Visvamitra as the 
Vaktà of a thousand rks of the Brhatisahasra. From S's point 
of view the words of the Sütra "atmopadesat" naturally refer 
to Indra the speaker which renders "Vaktuh" unnecessary, 
redundant and repetetive, whereas it would be really meaningful 
as referring to the tireless reciter of a thousand Rcas of 
Brhatisahsra, three times, as desired by Indra in the Aitareya 
Aranyaka text. This shows that the Sutrakara's actual choice 
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of the Visayavakya of this adhi. was evidently from the Aitareya 
Aranyaka involving Indra and Vi$vàmitra. Apart from its fitness 
to refer to the reciter of the Brhati sahasra, the term "Vaktuh", 
as pointed out by Jayatirtha, is also suggestive of the 
trustworthiness of the Upadesa given to a very deserving person 
: Asmakam tu visistam Sastram samsituh Vi$vàmitrasya na Indro 
anyathopadestum arhati iti yuktisucanaya (NS. p. 153). 


There can be no doubt that the phrases “Adhyatmasambandha 
- bhuma" and "Vamadevavat" are the key words, the code words 
so to say, which have to be decoded to find out the true sense 
in which the crucial term SAstradrsti has been used by the 
Sütrakára. Since the realisation of Sarvatmakatva of B. (by 
Vamadeva) according to Sankara's philosophy would be no more 
than the realisation of the self as bare consciousness 
(Cin-mátram) unrelated to anything else. It would be impossible 
to talk of any "Sambandha" of Adhyatma with any other thing 
or being in such a state, much more so of its superabundance 
(sambandha-bhuma) 


As regards Vamadeva's Sastradrsti, if he is to be taken to 
have had direct experience of oneness of all existence inSankara's 
sense of Cinmatratvam, he could hardly have put forth any claim 
of identity with qualified beings such as Manu, Surya 
Kaksivan etc. or bestowed land on the Arya, as he could see 
no such beings after enlightenment. It is out of the question 
for him to have realised any identity before attaining enlightment. 
Actually, the experiences Vamadeva recorded by himself in Rg. 
Veda IV, 27, 1-2 show that he was actually conscious of his 
difference from the Devas and all’ about their genesis, while 
still in his mother's womb and of his having been protected 


from his enemies by a shielding power. 


Garbhe nu san anvesam aveda. aham devanam janimani 


visva Irma purandhir ajahad aratih (IV. 27, 1-2) 
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There are difficulties in accepting Ramanuja's interpretation 
also of Sütras 29 and 30. By 'adhyatma' R. understands "the 
exclusive lordly attributes of the Supreme being such as being 
the most beneficial to mankind, the inspirer of good and bad 
deeds, sarvadharatva, etc. This is certainly better than S's 
interpretation of adhyatma. But then, it is difficult to see the 
necessity in R's case for the term 'sambandha' in the wording 
of Sutra 29. The word adhyatma itself according to him carries 
the sense of the exclusive attributes of the supreme B. 
(Paramatma - asadharanadharma). 


The meaning intended by R. would thus be fully conveyed 
by the word 'adhytmabhuma without the infixing of sambandha'. 
His overall interpretation of Sutra 29 suffers from the same limitation 
as S's in that it too does not construe the latter half of the 
Sutra as embodying any convincing reason of how the claim 
of Indra to be Prana (B) is to be reconciled from the sidhanta 
point of view. Instead, R explains that part of the Sutra as merely 
asserting over again that in the context there is a multitude 
of Sambandhas pertaining to the Supreme. This fails to satisfy 
the expectations raised by the trenchant wording of the objection 
in the first half of the Sütra and does not do justice to the 
Sütrakara's method of silencing objections then and there. See 
the manner of wording followed in : 


Na karma avibhagad iti cen na, anaditvat (ii, 1, 36) 
Vikarasabdad neti cen na pracuryat (i, 1, 13) 


Mapuva's View 


Madhva therefore offers a fresh interpretation of the adhi. 
in the light of the Visayavakya chosen from the Ait. Aranyaka. 
Introducing the Sutra 29 he writes "It should not be argued 
that because Indra instructs Vigvamitra the reciter (vaktuh) of 
Brhatisahasra that he (Indra) himself is Prana, where he says 
O Sage, | am indeed Prana, (atmopadesa). For in this context 
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Indra says further on "You are Prana, All the beings are 
Prana" This should have set Visvamitra thinking. For, he knew 
very well that Indra was certainly not Prana. It should similarly 
set us thinking, as to what Indra was driving at when he made 
such a mystiffying statement. These words have evidently been 
uttered with a deeper meaning and in an esoteric sense — 
that after proclaiming the Supreme Being present in himself, 
at the time, as Prana (as he felt such absorbing holy presence 
inhimself) Indra wishes to point out that this Prana or Paramatman 
is the supreme Lord (adhyatma) present equally in Visvamitra 
and in all other beings as well, — in their words, the all-pervading 
one. Such all-pervasive"ness does not obviously belong to Indra 
who is after alla particular deity and a Jivatman, These statements 
of Indra are made in response to Visvamitra's wish that he would 
like to know Indra speaking to him (better). 


The request itself is suggestive of a deeper sense of the 
words. For, Indra as such is already known to Vi$vamitra. He 
would not therefore have asked to know him again (as Indra). 
Even supposing that he had, the latter part of Indra's words 
: You are Prana all these beings are Prána could not have been 
uttered in their literal sense or have been taken in that sense. 
We have therefore to understand that Visvamitra's request to 
Indra Tvàm eva vijaniyam had a special significance and that 
Indra's pronouncement in response to it was made in the most 
Solemn accents of a great Mystic truth. 


In other words, sensing the luminous presence of Indra before 


e that there was some greater Power 
w 1) Its identity 


him, Vi$vàmitra saw at onc 
Speaking to him thro' Indra and he wanted to kno 


and (2) its supreme attributes. To the first part of the question 
the answer came from Indra "I am Prāņa O sage and to the 
Second "You are Prana — all these beings are 


Paranas" prána is He who scorches all (Ya esa tapati). 
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Thus "Prano aham, Pranah tvam Pranah sarvani bhutani" all 
fall into one and the same pattern of Mystic Utterances made 
in that solemn moment when the individual spirit stands flooded 
by the Divine Light as his own Antaryami, — no less than the 
Antaryami of everything and every one in the whole Univese 
(Visvantaryami). It is the impact of this mighty contact of the 
Antaryami that finds ecstatic expression in words like : 


Pràno va aham asmi Pranas tvam Pranas sarvàni bhütàni 
Aham Manur abhavam aham Suryah (RV) Aham annam 
Aham visvam bhuvanam abhyabhavam 

(Taitt. Up.) 


Dry reason may be sceptical of all this. If Indra had intended 
to tell Visvamitra that it was the supreme B. that was making 
its presence felt in him at the time of his speaking why did 
he not convey his meaning thro plain words Prana is in Me 
Prana is in you and in all these brings? 


Sütra 30 answers this question, according to Madhva by pointing 
out that it is usual in Mystic tradition to use words like | You 
and all these in the sense of the Antaryami in describing Mystic 
experience and intuitions. 


This is illustrated in the Sütra by the utterance of SageVamadeva 
inthe Rg. Veda, when he was in the ecstasy of a similar experience 
of the Antaryami. The term Sastradrsti according to Madhva's 
interpretation is the standpoint of the Antaryàmi and 'Sastra' 
means Antaryami. He quotes from the Bhagavata Purana (i, 6, 
17)' the words of Narada to Vedavyasa when he tells him that 
he (Narada) was contemplating that All-Ruling (Sastram) Being 
from whom proceed all the states of the Jivatman such as dream, ' 
wakeful life and susupti and activities connected with the world 
of name and form". 
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Thus Sastradrsti directly means Antaryami-drsti. This is much 
more compact and forthright than the way in which it has been 
explained by S. or R. S. explains it as infinite vision gained 
thro the teaching of the Sastra (i.e. identity texts), R. says it 
is the insight based on. Scriptural texts which teach that the 
individual self constitutes the ‘body of Brahman on the principle 
that words denoting the bodies extend in their connotation to 
the possessors of those bodies, as is seen in the use of words 
like 'man', god, etc. in the world. But at the best such a usage 
can only be Laksanika. And the very phrase '$ariravácinàm' 
embodied in the maxim  Sariravacinam sabdanam 
$aririparyantatvadarsanat' indirectly admits that primarilyin such 
usages it is the body that is accepted as primary connotation 
of the word Sarira. The etymology of the word 'Sarira' itself 
shows that it is liable to decay and it would be unphilosophical 
to burden B. with a physical body as its own. Moreover R's 
explanation based on the extension of connotation of the body 
to the owner of the body is not derived solely from Scripture. 
It is known thro' common worldly usage and experience also. 
As such it is only partly derived from Scriptural authority. Hence 
it would not be proper to speak of it as Sastradrsti exclusively, 
whereas the concept of the Antaryami is wholly Scriptural. In 
any case, the theory of body and soul relationship between Jiva 
and B. has necessarily to admit that it is the body that depends 
on the soul for its survival and not the other way about and 
thus ultimately the soul is the Controller (antaryami) of the body. 
Thus it seems futile to deny that B's Antaryamitva is the core 
of the concept of Sariragariribhava relationship posited by R. 
between Jiva and B. It would thus be more logical for R. to 
recognise and interpretSastradrstias Antaryami-drsti straightway, 
instead of arriving at it thro’ the roundabout way of 


Sari rasari ribhava. 
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It deserves to be noted in conclusion that as the 
Sütrakara rejects the identificaton of Prana with Indra in his 
capacity as an individual soul and a Deity, however eminent, 
it is adverse to the interest of Monism. At the same time, in 
proposing a mystic interpretation of the identity statements here, 
he affirms his unshakable faith in a Theism. There is thus no 
substance in S's contention that the Sütras of Badarayana tho' 
for the most part make use of the language of difference between 
Jiva and B, the Sütrakara affirms his abiding faith in Monism 
in two out of a five hundred and odd Sutras, one of which is 
the present Sastra dristyatu. UpadesoVamadevavat and the other 
Atmeti tu upadi$anti grahayanti ca (iv, 1, 3). This overlooks the 
fact that the Sutrakara has himself established in the 
Dyubhvadyadhikaranam (i,3. 1-7) that the term "Atman" used 
in the Upanisads in its highest contexts rules out the claims 
of the Pratygatman. For details see B.S. 1.3, 1-7; 


The last Sütra of this adhikarana has been clumsily explained 
by S. with many an unauthorised addition (adhyahara) of words. 
According to him the Sutra says "If it be argued that B. is not 
the sole theme of these sections of the Up. because the charaterstic 
marks of the individual self and the Chief breath are also mentioned 
there, we say no to this; for on such an interpretation, three 
types of Upasanas will have to be admitted. Also because the 
application of the term Prana to B. on account of the presence 
of the marks of import such as being the most beneficial to 
man are connected with the passage under discussion. 


This interpretation is open to several objections. Firstly, the 
phrase upasatraividhyat (on account of the three types of 
Upasanas) has been enlarged by S. into "on account of the 
undesirable contingency of three types of meditaitons having 
to be recognised" by adding the deprecatory expresion 
(prsangat) This disagrees with the normal Practice of the 
Sutrakara who does not forget to use the depreactory expression 
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prasangát where he intends to draw attention to the adverse 


consequences of accepting a Purvapaksa contentions as in Api 
tau tadvatprasangat (ii, 1, 8). 


The absence of the deprecatory ablative ‘prasangat after 
'upasatraividhya' here shows that S. is merely reading his own 
idea into the Sutra, which does not intend to deprecate the 
three types of Upasanas at all. The term 'tadyogàt' (in the Su 
tra can be straightway read with the antecedent Upasatrsividhya 
with a necessary modification of the case from 
Upasatraividhyasya a$ritatvat iha tadyogat. 


Ramanuja therefore wisely departs from S's interpretation. 
He accepts the conclusion which follows naturally from the drift 
of the Sütra and explains that the three types of Upasanas are 
but variations of one and the same Brahmopasana under three 
different aspects of Brahman which are complementary. According 
to this explanation these three types are (1) of Brahman with 
the totality of Jivas conceived as the body of B. (2) of B. qualified 
by Acit (inanimate reality or Prakrti or Avyakta) as its body and 
(8) of Brahman in its own intrinstic aspect (Paramatmana eva 
svakarena), without these adjuncts, as Ramanuja puts it : 
Paramatmana eva Svakarena (2) JivaSarirakatvena (3) 
Pranasarirakatvena ca Upasatraividhyat (Vedàntadi pa (i, 1, 32). 
But the way in which Ramanuja has brought Pranopasana under 
Acit-visista Brahmopasanais not inagreement with the Upanisadic 
view, where Prana has been treated as a Deity a Devata and 
a sentient being (Chan. Up. i, 3, 4) or a Jiva or a Jivottama, 
as pointed out by Vyasatirtha in his Tatparya Candrika : Tan 
varisthah Prana uvaca Ya evayam Mukhyah Pranah 
Apahatapapma hyesah ityadisrutya Mukhyapranasya Cetanatvat 
tallinganirvahaya Acid-visista upasanoktyayogat. In the earlier 
Pranadhikarana (i,1, 24) also in the Visayavakya from Chan. 


Up. (i, 11, 4). Prana has been referred to as a "Devata" by 


Ramanuja also. Moreover since there is an inseparable relation 
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of Aprthaksiddhi of Cit and Acit with B. in R's philosophy, as 
its 'body' there would seem to be hardly any room for pure 
'Svarüpa' or "Svakaropasana of Brahman according to R. as 
he describes and defines it in his Vedantadi pa. 


But, R's acceptance of what he calls, the Upasana of B in 
its own distinctive configuration (svakara), quite apart from its 
soul and body relation to Cit and Acit, as one of types of 
Brahmopasana recognised in B. S. i, 1, 31, is bound to moot 
how far R is justified in holding according to his modern exponent 
John C. Plottin his Philosophy of Devotion (Motilal Banarsidass, 
Delhi, 1974) in the chapter on Bhakti and Upasana, that the 
theory of immanace as physical embodimentis to be taken "quite 
literally, as the core of his Pantheism or Panpsychism, or what 
we have termed "unitive relation" (op. cit. p.72). 


This writer has accused Madhva of overemphasising B's 
transcendence at the cost of immanance, in R's sense of the 
term "as a physical relation to be understood literally" and has 
charged M. with completely "evading" the aspect of immanence, 
as, for M. "the transcendent nature of God is everything" (p. 
149) and that he refuses to take Sarira-idea literally but rather 
only as an extension of independence and Still in the sense 
of transcendence of God, even in His all-pervasiveness" (p. 72). 


One thing at least must stand out clearly from R's interpretation 
of one type of Upasana of B in its "svakara", that it must necessarily 
be different from its "unitive relation" of Soul and body between 
B. and Cit and Acit, in its naked literal physical sense. 


On close analysis, it must be evident that the relation of 
Soul and body between B and its two ‘inseparable’ adjuncts 
of Cit and Acit of diametrically Opposite natures can never be 
bilateral. Even according to R. while the body cannot survive 
without being associated with the Soul, the reverse is not true. 
This must set us thinking hard. The whole difficulty arises only 
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when the relation is taken to be a physical one /iterlly, in the 
name of immanence'. The difficulty vanishes when we agree 
to understand itin a metaphorical sense of sustainer and sustained 
(upaji vya-upaji vakabhava) between Soul and body, applied to 
the case of B. In relation to Cit. and Acit. The Mahanarayanopanisad 
dear to R. while pronouncing the "Supreme Purusa (God) is 
all this (universe). Visvam evedam Purusah (xiii, 1) immediately 
clarifies - Tad Visvam upajivati (xiii, 1) in the second Pada. 
This would really endorse the position that the relation of soul 
and body between B. and finite reality so picturesquely described 
in the Antaryami-Brahmana is best understood in the sense of 
Brahman being the Upajivya as the sourceof the being. becoming 
and functioning of all finite reality of Cit and Acit their — Sattia- 
prati ti-pravrtti-nimittam as Madhva so succinctly* and meanigfully 
puts it. Elsewhere clarifying the nature of B's immanence in 
Prakrti he writes : Prakrtau anupravisya tat parinama-niyamakataya 
tatra sthitvà (BSB. i, 4, 27). Similarly in respect of the Jivas, 
Commenting on the Jiva-Atman entering into the "great tree" 
inone of the illustrations of Uddalaka into the context ofTattvamssi 
M. makes it clear that it is by the entry into and 
anuprabhava (empowering) of the Vrksa-Jiva by the Supreme 
B. designated as "Jiva Atman", in the text, that the Jiva tenanting 
the tree is able to imbibe the water given to the roots of the 
tree and feel happy and satisfied Anena Jivena atmana 
anuprabhütah pepiyamano modamanah tisthati (Chan. Up. vi. 
11.1) Madhva rightly points out that the " Jiva-Atman" is referred 
to earlier (vi. 3. 2) by the same name, as intiating Cosmic creation 
thro' trivrtkarana of the three primal substaces of Tejoabanna. 
This explains the nature of immanence of B. and its purpose 
in the two sectors of finite reality Traces of this idea can be 
detected in quotations occurring in the writings of the R. school 


also such as : 


Sahakáribhir arambhe na Svatantryam vihanyate | 
Tat-sadbhava - pravrttyo$ca svadhinatva vyavasthiteh 
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Tat-stham - Tad-Vyatiriktam ca Niyantaram namamahe 
Tat-Sthatvát anupasyanti hyeka eveti Sadhavah. 


John C. Plott must understand that Madhva's philosophical 
objection to B's embodiment theory rests on the ground that 
two different entities of entirely contradictory natures as the 
sentient and the insentient (Cit and Acit) cannot be amalgamated 
with B's essense of being, which according to the Upanisads 
is 'ekarasa' entirely homogeneous. It must stand to reason that 
Cit and Acit cannot form part of the essence of B., unlike its 
intrinsic attributes of reality, knowledge and bliss (satyam, 
jnanam, ànanda) given in the Upanisads. These have to be 
conceived as its "Svarupa-Vi$esas", which according to Madhva, 
are (self-linking svanirvahaka) and the relation of Sa-visesabheda" 
to B and its attributes admits of a distinction of reference without 
involving a distinction of essence by its own internal dynamics. 


This concept of "Vi$esas" appears to have formed an original 
part of Pancaratra theology as can be deduced from the adverse 
criticisms of S on the subject of the multiplicity of the Vyuha 
Forms of (Narayana) Vasudeva, as four beingsand yetconsidered 
to be "the same as Vasudeva" and all of them endowed with 
the same attributes of Jnana ai$varya, Sakti, bala, Virya and 
tejas - Vasudeva evaite sarve nirdosà niravadyasca. Nahi 
Pancaratrasiddhantibhih Vàsudevadisu ekaikasmin sarvesu 
và jnanaisvaryadi taratamyakrtah kascid bhedo abhyupagamyate. 
Vasudeva eva hi Sarve Vyuhah, nirvisesa isyante (S.BSB. ii, 
2, 46). The illogicalities and self-contradictions alleged by S 
in the Pancaratra doctrine of Vyühas and the mutual relation 
of the members to one another and of their attributes to one 
another can all of them be resolved in the light of the concept 
of Svarüpa-Visáesas of B. and their Svavi$sabheda in which the 
attributes stand in relation to B. This missing link in the Pancaratra 
doctrine of Vyuhas and their mutual relation and of its members 
can all of them be set at rest with the help of the doctrine 
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of Svarupaviśeses and their Savisesābheda mutually and from 
the substance. It is to be noted that R. has not answered the 
criticisms of S. in regard to the illogicalities involved in the doctrine 
of Vyuhas. The difficulty of bridging the gulf between God and 
His intrinsic attributes of Omniscience, justice, compassion, 
goodness, etc. has been felt by thinkers like St. Thomas. Madhva's 
solution seems to be the ideal one : 


Bhedahinepyaparyayasabdantaraniyamakah 
Vigeso nama kathitah so asti Vastusvasesatah (AV) 


No doubt, the idea of "participation" of emancipated persons 
in all the experiences and joys of B." would be flattering to 
the amour propre of the liberated selves. But to be complete 
and meaningful, such "participation" in the last analysis must 
consist in the actual experience and enjoyment of what is 
experienced and enjoyed by another person "as one's own." 
Such and identifying experientiality is called "anusandhana" or 
bhoga : Anusandhànam nàma sviya tyà sukhaduhkhasaksatkarah. 
This is impossible except with reference to one's own experiences. 
And it is an incontestable proof of "Caitanya-aikya" - Caitanya- 
aikyam anusandhanaika-pramanakam. if the released soul can 
afford to participate in the entirety of Divine bliss and Joy of 
B.in this sense, what prevents it from having such participatation 
in the experience of the joys of other released selves like itself 
in Ramanujas philosophy? If it does so, it would render the 
plurality of selves in Moksa accepted by R. and their 
Savarupabheda meaningless. To the question what constitutes 
the fundamentum divisionis of one released or bound soul from 
another, Ramanuja has only to say that it is knowable only by 
each one and cannot be defined in words Vacam agocarah 


Svasamvedyah (ityetavad eva nirdesyam (Vedartha Sangraha). 
Surely, asysterm which can permit released souls to participate 
wholly in the full experience of B. of its own infinite 


svarüpánanda can equally well posit such participation in each 
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one's experience of its selfhood by one and all of them, in which 
case the survival of plurality of selves in Moksa accepted by 
R. would lose its purpose and lead to the acceptance of (S's) 
Ekatmavada. 


Quoting Dasgupta, John C. Plott writes on (p. 76-77) "the 
emancipated person is like a faithful wife who has no separate 
will from her husband and enjoys with her husband all that he 
does and feels". This can hardly be taken literally, when it comes 
to the released state and the self's relation to B. For, Yajnavalkya 
himself says in Brh. Up. IV. 3, 32, that the freed souls subsist 
on an iota of the parama ananda boundless bliss of B. 


Etasyaiva anandasya anyani bhutani matram upajivanti. 


The sütrakara too has totally debarred released persons from 
exercising the privileged Cosmic activities of B such as the creation, 
sustenance dissolution obscuration, enlightenment, bondage of 
release of souls (Jagad-vyapara|V : 4-17) which are an expression 
of the overflowing blissful nature of the Supreme as we are 
told by the Taitt. Up. Ko hyevanyat kah pranyat yad esa 
Akasa ànando na syat. Anandàd dhyeva imani bhütàni Jayante, 
anandena Jivanti ... It stands to reason therefore that these 
emancipated ones who are debarred from exercising these 
prerogatives of the Lord cannot and do not participate in the 
overflowing joy of Brahman expressing itself thro' creation of 
the Cosmos. and ordering it. This means there is a limit to 
their participation in all that B. "does and feels" (according to 
R. as reported by Dasgupta. and quoted by John C. Plott. It 
would be illogical to invoke the omnipotence and unfettered will 
of B. to allow the freed ones to participate in the joys of B. 
in regard to its Jagadvyapara, vicariously, as it would be a violation 
of natural justice to allow anyone to enjoy the benefits of acts 
which he has not participated in with another who has actually 
carried out these acts. 
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Lastly, there is no denying the fact of R's clear recognition 
of the Upasana of B. in its unqualified and un-adjuncted form 
without the Sarira-Sariri-bhava relation of Cit and Acit in its 
purely Transcendental aspect. This shows that R. himself is not 
absolutely committed to embodiment theory of B. as the highest 
and the only viable conception of Brahman. Tho Madhva yields 
to none in his zealous advocacy of B's immanence in all finite 
reality, his conception of immanence pierces into the very core 
of the essential nature of all finite reals 


Tatra tatra sthito Visnus tat-tacchaktih prabodhayan 
Eka eva Mahasaktih kurute sarvam anjasa 


Cit and Acit by their very nature being heterogeneous cannot 
constitute organic parts of the constitution of B. which is 
homogeneous (ekarasa). Their mutual relation to B. can not be 
an inter-dependent one. as the aprthaksiddhi relation conceived 
by the Ramanuja tradition would involve. The right perspective 
according to Madhva is : 


Sarvatrakhilasacchaktin Svatantro asesadarsanah 
Nitya-atadrsa-Cit-Cetya-yanta isto no Ramapatih. 


R. cannot talk of B's Svakara as consisting in isolating B. from 
its inextricable body and soul relation to Cit and Acit. B's immanence 
in Cit and Acit cantherefore be an expression of B's. Transcendence 
in the end. What has John C. Plott to say to this? 


John C. Plott is only repeating the long exploded myth of 
Christian influence on Madhva in respect of Predestination calling 
him “the Calvin of Indian Philosophy" (p. 67). He must know 
that unlike in Christianity, the Jivas in every school of Yee 
are anadi-nitya and uncreated and as such there is no question 
or possibility of their being "predestined" by the fiat gu a Gog 
for different goals. The theory of innate Svarupayogyata of Jivas 
shaping their Karmas, moral and spiritual behavior make x 
their different goals in the /ong run. heyame Koran per 
own future. 
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Madhva's theory of Jivatraividhya is an expression of this 
innate Svarüpabheda, Svarüpayogyata and Svarupavaicitrya 
(distinction of essential nature) Apart from logic, it has the authority 
of Srutis and Smrtis such as Gita XVII 3 where the term "Sattva' 
in Sáttvánmurüpà sarvasya sraddha bhavati" has to be understood 
to refer to this core of the sentient being, "the stuff of one's 
being" as Aurobindo has called it.? 


John C. Plott's comment that Madhva notoriously twists 
Tattvamasi around to mean the opposite of any possibly intended 
meaning" (p. 74) evidently rests on the assumption that he is ` 
fighting shy of accepting "Tat tvam asi". Madhva has accepted 
it also, besides "Atattvam asi" and has explained it as a corollary 
following from the concluding perorative statement preceding 
"Tattvam asi" viz. "Aitadatmyam idam sarvam", like Ramanuja, 
tho ‘not in terms of his soul and body relationship. | invite John 
C. Plott's attention to my "Mahatatparya of Mahavakyas and 
Other Advaita Srutis" (op. Cit.177) which may enable him to 
revise his second hand opinion and estimate of Madhva's 
performance as a Commentator on the Upanisads and the 
Sutras, borrowed from V. S. Ghate. 


Gt 





1. For full text and translation see my BSPC Vol. 1, pg. 134. The 


world 'Sastram' here has been used in the Bhagavata in its accusative 
sense. 


2. It would be profitable to compare this with Spinoza's definition 
of substance as what is complete in itself determined entirely 
by self and is capable of being explained entirely by itself. 


3. For further discussion of the concept of trividhà Sraddha' in Gita 
the reader may profitably consult Dr. S. K. Bhavani's Bhagavad 
Gita and Its Classical Commentaries - A Critical Exposition, 
(Bangalore - 1995). Read also Appendix | of the present work. 
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The second Pāda of Adhi. is directed to the Samanvaya of 
terms embodying marks of import (Lingātmaka), The term Linga 
signifies a mark of import which forms the appellative basis 
ofits application to B. Tho' in point of fact, it isYogavrtti (etymological 
sense) in its fulness that plays the decisive role in securing 
maximum fulness of attributes conveyed, the importance of Rudhi 
(established usage) is not in any way minimised in the process 
of Samanvaya of Lingatmakasabdas. The distinction in the role 
of rudhi and Yoga for puposes of Samanvaya is largely a matter 
of convenience of arrangement and classificaton of materials 
for Samanvaya as Anyatraprasiddha Ubhayatraprasiddha etc. 
keeping in mind all the while that all Scriptural texts be they 
Namatamaka or Lingatmaka denote only the Supreme B. in their 
highest and fullest primary sense of their terms or marks, 
irrespective of their classification for purposes of orderly handling. 


$t 
Chapter-1 
SARVAGATATV ADHIKARANAM 
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The Visayavakya of the opening adhi. according to Madhva 
is from A. A. III. 2. 3 which firmly establishes that the supreme 
B. is omnipresent in each and every entity, being Or principle 
in finite reality. A close look at the wording of the Visayavakya 
should convince anyone that the use of the term "Sarva-tra" 
(everywhere) in the Sütra is intended to pinpoint beyond any 
doubt that this Visayavakya has been rightly identified by Madhva 
on the basis of a large number of locatives (nearly à dozen), 
such as in the fire, in the air, in the great Uktha, in Mahavrata, 
inVayu and in all beings - Etam Agnau, etamVayau, etam Vielen 
etam Mahatyukthe, sarvesu Bhütesu etam eva Brahmetyacaksate. 
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The Visayavakya chosen by S. from Chan. Up. Ill. 14 'sarvam 
khalvidam Brahma Tajjalan iti upasita' shows no trace of any 
locative nouns and the way in which the key word 'Tejjalàn' 
has been interpreted by him suffers from an unexplained 
inexplicable liberty taken in reversing the natural and logical 
order of the genesis, continued existence and final dissolution 
of the Universe, as so often given in the Upanisads and accepted 
by Sankara himself. (cf. Janma-sthiti-bhangam samasarthah 
BSB,i,1,2) This discrepancy also raises a serious doubt about 
the admissiblility of his Visayavakya. Further, S's Visayavakya 
has at least one (or two outstanding and inalienable marks of 
import of Brahman : Satyasankalpa (and Satyakama) he himself 
acknowledges to be indispensable in ensuring Brahman's 
unimpeded creatorship of the world, its sustenance and dissolution 
Satyakamatvadi nam srstisthitilayesu apratihatasaktitvam 
Paramatmana eva avakalpate (BSB. 1, 2, 2) 


As against this, his reliance on 'manomayatva' etc in support 
of his Pürvapakasa fails to carry conviction as the Sttrakara 
himself has given his clear ruling in the Anandamayadhi. that 
the suffix maya in Annamaya, Manomaya, Anandamaya etc. in 
Brahmaprakarana has to be understood in the sense of 
superabnundance of the attribute and not in the sense of 
modification : Vikarasabdàn neti cen na pracuryat (i, 1, 13). 
And the ruling given by the Sütrakàra once, prevails throughout 
the Sàstra. That a part, even in Chàn. Up. (Viii, 7) the same 
epithets Satyakàma Satyasankalpa have been recognised as the 
decisive marks of import of the Brahman to be investigated and 
sought : Satyakamah Satyasankalpah. So anvestavyah sa 
Vijiinasitavyah. For these reasons S's Purvapaksa is too weak 
to be sustained. 


According to M. the immanence of B in each and every entity 
being and principle in finite reality is the subject matter of the 
present adhi. Even tho’ itis accepted that B. is the source energising 
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the potentialities of all Tattvas in finite reality, sentient as well 
as insentient, earlier, the purpose of the present adhi. is to 
make it clear that besides the capacity of energising the finites 
from outside and afar, B. nevertheless has chosen to act by 
its own sweet will and pleasure to enter into each one of finite 
reals (as we learn from Taitt. Up. Tat srstva tadeva anupravisat 
and assumed many appropriate Forms and names accordingly. 


Tatra tatra sthito Visnus tattatchaktiprabodhakah 
Saratopyatigaktas Sa lilaya kevalam Prabhuh (AV) 
Tadanupravisya Sacca tyaccabhavat (Tait. Up.) 


The Purvapaksa here arises in this way. It has been established 
in the earlier adhi. that the power of Mukhya-Prana to sustain 
life in our bodies by his presence there and depriving them 
of life by his exit from the body (Chan. Up. V. 1, 7; 12) are 
both of them subject to the Lord's will. 


The NS points out how this adhi. arises by way ofasupervening 
objection by questioning the thesis that B's omnipresence is 
established here both from inside and outside (Antar 
bahisca tat Sarvam vyapya Narayanah sthitahin order to highlight 
its Sarvagunapurnatvam. In the first place omnipresence is seen 
here ascribed to the Sun saying the sun is the Soul of the 
moving and the unmoving world (iii, 2, 2). There is also the. 
description of the Jivatman here as Caksurmaya, Srotramaya 
etc (ii, 2, 2), Moreover, as B' is all pervasive, it cannot be 
contained in limited beings and things like fire, wind, air, etc. 
The Being referred to as Sarvesu etam eva Brahmetyacaksate 
must therefore be someone else; or the objection may be taken 
to be urged on the ground that there is no need to establish 
B's omnipresence in this adhi. as it is going to be done in the 
Adráyatvádhi i.2.21-23). It is not so; for according to the 
Siddhànta the Adrsyatvadhi. establishes only B's omnipresence 
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everywhere in general whereas here it is spelt out that such 
omnipresence is for the purpose of energising all the latent 
potentialities of every entity, being and principle in the finite 
universe. Nor is this adhi. rendered superfluous by the 
Antaradhi. which is intended to emphasise the point that B's 
immanent presence in finite reals as the ultimate source of the 
being, becoming and functioning of all, whereas here it is shown 
to be definitely for the pupose of awakening their potentialities 
to find suitable expression. 


The Ácàrya points out in his Bhasya that the attributes ascribed 
to the Omnipresent B. in A. A. iii, 2, 4 such as atah (all-pervasive 
in terms of space, time and auspicious attributes) a$rutah in 
that it cannot be heard about in all its completeness, agatah 
unattainable in full, because of its infinitude, anata self-determind 
and without a master, avijnata not knowable in full anadista which 
cannot be commanded by anyone else and is at the same time 
hearer of all, knower of all manta, Vijnata knowing everything 
in all its completeness' antara into all, Sama uniform in all, 
atma life-sustaining principle of all else (A. A. iii, 2, 4) as explained 
in the commentary of Vi$ve$vara Tirtha. The impossibility of 
knowing the Supreme B. in all its infinitude is emphasised in 
the Rg. Veda VII, 99, 2 : All-pervasive One, none already born 
or yet to be born can be said to know you in full". The next 
Sütra refutes the claims of the Jiva to be the Omnipresent One 
as it is absolutely imposible for each individual soul to be 
omnipresent in all other Jivas and in all places at the same 
time. If each Jiva should have such power of abiding in all others' 
bodies at the same time, all of them would be subject all others' 
joys and sorrows' which would be purposeless. 


The Sutrakara therefore rejects the Pürvapaksa that it is the 
Jivatman who is to be accepted as the Omnipresent One referred 
to here in A. A. One of the grounds of rejection is that of Karma- 
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katr-virodha, which would arise, if the statement made here 
"Atmanam parasmaisamsati" is to be understood to refer to the 
individual self. This individual self will have to be accepted as 
both the subject and the object in the sentence Atmanam(parasmai) 
&amsati. Such an admission would involve the logical fallacy 
of Karmakartrvirodha, the defect of the subject and the object 
of the sentence being one and the same person, in the same 
act of knowing or doing anything. Hence the Jivatman cannot 
pe the subject and the object of the sentence at the same 
time. Hence the Jivatman cannot be the subject matter of the 
statement. 


The Siddhànta interpretation of Atmànam (parasmai) $amsati 
is essentially different (from that of the Pürvapaksin). According 
io it, it conveys that "One who bestows the saving knowledge 
of the Omnipresent to any one (parasmai) who is underserving 
and ineligible to receive such instruction, it would be of no 
avail to him and he will be doomed. This in confirmed by the 
very next sentence which follows Atmànam paramai $amsati : 
Evam etam Manomayam vángmayamàtmanam parasmaiSamsatia 
Dügdhadohaasya Veda bhavanti Na tasya anükte bhago asti nahi 
praveda sukrtasya panthanam (ili, 2, 4). Here, there is no question 
of the defect of Karmakartrabhavavirodha arising as the person 
communicating the knowledge of B. to an undeserving person 
is different from Atmanam (meaning the Supreme Brahman). 


THE PROBLEM OF KARMA KARTR BHAVA 


The Acarya has therefore deemed it fit to clarify the issue 


of Karmakartr-virodha in all its bearings and define its scope 
and its limitations, in the interest of clear thinking. 

"Kartr" as Kriyasraya" the abode 
to which it is directed 
s suffices to keep 


He has accordingly defined 
of the action and Karma as the object 
: Kriyagrayah Karta. Kriyavisayan Karma. Thi 
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them apart and from overlapping, leading to a logical absurdity 
and a fallacy, J. points out that even acccording to Advaita, 
in the state of Samadhi, where one is believed to be face to 
face with his pure self without the adjuncts of its being happy 
(aham sukhi) etc. 


As the above experience has to be accepted as a direct 
immediate experience of the self by the Advaita school, it has 
necessarily to be accepted that direct experience of the self 
is possible in Samadhi and that therefore the maxim of 
Karmakatrvirodha is not absolute and universal in its application, 
and has to be restricted in the light of actual experience, tho' 
acceptable as a general proposition as in Devadatta goes to 
his village, | eat an apple. 


It follows therefore that the relation of Karma and Kartr in 
"| am aware of myself (mam aham janami), cannot be taken 
to be necessarily concomitant with absolute difference 
(bhedavypata). Otherwise, the self-experience (mam aham 
janami) would stand ruled out for ever, which would strike a 
death blow the immediate experience of the pure self in 
Samadhi, as free from all adjuncts as accepted in the Advaita 
school itself in all good faith. That apart, there are clear statements 
in our Srutis and Smritis which speak of such self-knowing capacity 
of the self : Atmanyeva atmanam pasyet (Brh. Up. VI. 4. 23) 
svayam eva atmana atmanam vetthatvam Purusottama(Gita 10.15) 
Atmanam atmanyavalokayantam (Kalidasa). 


The Nyaya philosopers treat the experience of Mam aham 
janamias a case of Manasapratyaksa and not as a direct intuitive 
experience of the self by the self, while the Mimamsakas, explain 
it as part of the self-revelatory character of knowledge as such, 
in which the self is only the substrate of the knowledge in its 


SUDHA 
NYAYA 4 


self-luminous form, where the self is only the abode of the 
knowledge (asraya) and not its agent or its objective content. 
The Advaita school denies outright the possibility of ever knowing 
one'self as the object of its own knowledge : Atmani 
svakriyavirodhat, not withstanding its admission that Atman is 
self-luminous (svaprakaSa). It will be seen that all these views 
fly at a tangent and do not face the hard fact of Mam aham 
janami (cogito ergo sum) squarely. Jayatirtha points out that 
the very concept of agency in the act of knowledge points inwards 
to a Self while the object to which it refers stands outside. Their 
linking in a single act of knowledge will have to be interpreted 
on the basis of differece (between subject and object) in most 
cases as a general law and identity instead of ‘difference’ according 
to exigencies of experience and the logic of their experience. 
The examples of a lamp revealing external objects and fire burning 
objects like a piece of wood and not itself are irrelevant where 
the question of the self knowing itself as the object of its own 
knowledge is concerned. Indeed it is what distinguishes a Sentient 
being from an insentient one (jada). No insentient entity can 
be credited with the power of knowing anything. The fact that 
the self is partially open to 'ignorance' of its real nature in 
Samsára and is advised to know its true nature in order to 
get rid of its beginningless ignorance in Vedanta is proof positive 
that the Self is competent to know itself as a self-luminous being 


(svaprakasa). 


The Acarya therefore takes this opportunity of clarifying the 
Scope of the principle of Karmakartr-virodha in this context, while 
commenting on the Sutra Karma-kartr-vyapadesacca (i, 2, 4). 
He shows that it is not an absolutely rigid law, incapable of 
ases. The most outstanding example 


relaxation in exceptional c 
th in the NS. 


9f such an exception as explained at great leng 
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is that of our own self-experience as Màm ahàm janàmi which 
is universal and indubitable (cf. S. Sarvopyatmastitvam 
pratyeti na Naham asmi iti). The difference between Karma and 
Kartr can be valid only as a general proposition (utsarga) of 
which mamaham jànàmi is-an outstanding exception (apavada) 
which restricts the general : 


NINE , Karmakartror utsargato bhida 
Abhedo pi vi$ese syat bali Sopyanapoditah (AV) 


The expression "vi$esa" here is used in the sense an exception 
(apavada) 


ole oje oje 


1. Read -Tasmat karma - kartror utsargata eva bhida tasmat svavisayam 
utsargavisayad vyavacchinatti iti visesah apavadah. tasmin sati 
abhedopi syat. Tatha ca Mam aham janami ityupapannam bhavati 
(NS. i, 1, 157) 
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Chapter-2 
ATTRADHIKARANAM 


Most of the commentators have located the Visayavakya of 
this adhi. in Katha Up. i,2,24 "To whom the Brahmana and the 
Ksatriya clans serve as food and death as sauce. The question 
naturally arises what is the advantage in Madhva's locating the 
Visyavakya in Brh. Up. i, 2, 1. The NS. points out the advantages 
and plus points are many. First of all, in the Brh. Up. text Brahman 
as the Eater of all is directly mentioned as 'aditi' the Eater. 
It eats up all that it had created. And it desired to eat up all 
that it had created. (using the Verb 'ad' to eat). In the Katha 
text the entire moving and unmoving creation (referred to in 
the Sutra by the widest term ‘Caracara" is to be understood 
by extension from the mention of Brahma and Ksatra. The 
Pürvapaksa may rely on this limited reference to hold that Aditi 
may eat up whatever forms part of its food and no more. The 
eating up of all that has been created can only mean the dissolution 
of all cosmic life during Mahapralaya which is clearly indicative 
of the Supreme Brahman as the All-Eater" That this all-Eater 
must ncecessarily be the B. comes out from the references to 
the creation of "waters" in the beginning followed by the creation 
of Samvatsara (the four-faced Brahma). This is evident from 
Brh. Up. i, 2, 5 "With that speech and with that being which 
it had brought forth all this that exists such as the hymna of 
the Rg. veda the formulas of the Yajus and the chants of Saman." 
It is therefore necessary to make it clear what all is meant 
by ther term "Sarva." in the éruti by the apt term 
"Carácara -" in the Sutra, instead of a truncated reference to 
"Brahmaksatra". This closer linkage between the wording opine 
Sruti and Sūtra is once again seen in Madhva's interpretation, 
earlier, in the use of the word vaktà in B.S. i, 1, 29. 
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The Visayavakya chosen by Madhva runs : There was nothing 
whatever in the beginning. Everything lay dormant, enveloped 
by the power of B., (Mrtyu), The Supreme created the waters 
(i, 2, 1). He then created Samvatsara (Hiranyagarha). He then 
opened his mouth widely to devour him. The latter let out a 
cry. It became Speech (Sarasvati). The Supreme said to itself 
| will get only very little food by eating him up now. He paired 
him with speech so that he could eat more food comprising 
all that Brahma creates." Here the reference to the creation 
of waters and Fourfaced Brahma clearly shows that it is the 
Supreme B. which has been referred as Aditi and Mrtyu. 


It has already been clarified in the interpretation of the first 
two Sütras that sole purpose of the entire Samanvaya of 
Sastra in B. in the fullest primary sense is to highlight the nature 
of B. taught in the Srutis to be one of the embodiment of countless 
auspicious attributes and free from all imperfections and material 
defilements. : Nirdosá$esasadgunam as the radical sense of 
"Brahman" as the author of the eightfold determinations of the 
world of matter and spirits. which has been conceived as its 
intimate definition (Svarüpalaksana). It goes without saying that 
Sarvattrtva (eating up everything created) means the destruction 
of all during Pralaya. The attributes of creatorship, dissolving 
everything etc are in the nature of impermanent acts. As all 
activity has a beginning and B. by hypothesis being eterna/cannot 
have any attribute of an impermanent nature as its Svarüpavisesas. 
This is the difficulty posed by the Pürvapaksa which has to 
be satisfactorily met without prejudice to B's authorship and 
other activities. Accordingly Acarya Madhva poses the 
problem : 


Anityatvat kriyanam tu katham eva svarüpata? 


The NS, explains the problem at some length. B. according 
to all accounts is eternal. Activities like eating up everything 
or creatorship, maintenance and disruption of the world are in 
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their nature impermanent and non-eternal. How can these be 
conceived as constituing the essence of B? To put the matter 
in a different form B. as the sole author of all that exists (sarvam) 
must necessarily be "eternal" in its own right. It must therefore 
be accepted that only an Eternal Being can bring forth non- 
eternals which constitute the "all else" and which must fall outside 
the sphere of the all else. and therefore absolutely eternal. How 
then can such a Being have impermanent attributes like creatorship 
or eating up everything? This is indeed a serious issue, it is 
of utmost imortance to any Theistic philosophy of the world. 
By raising this momentous issue in the Brahmasütras, Acarya 
Madhva reveals to us what a profound and insightful thinker 
he is and the profundity of the subject itself. Seldom do we 
find other commentators on the Sütras dealing with such standing 
problems. They are content with disposing of routine and 
miscellaneous topics in ünsubstantial ways. A similar issue is 
how far does B. 's creatorship of the Universe according to 
the Sütrakara, not infringe on B's absolute independence of 
everything else, if in the process of Creation it is obliged to 
make use of other eternal principles or Tattvas such as 
pre-existing souls, matter, anadi-karma etc. in lieu of creation 
de novo and ex nihil. It is only in Madhva's commentary we 
find such crucial issues raised and answered and the present 
one is one of them. 


To revert to our main theme, the Purvapaksa contends that 
an eternal B. cannot possibly have any non-eternal attributes 
as its essential nature. It cannot therefore be maintained that 
even tho' it may be accepted without demur that attributes like 
omnipresence can be conceived as coeval with B. the same 
can not be said of transitory acts like creating maintaining, 
dissolving or eating up of what has been created. 


The Acarya sets aside these objections by predicating that 
according to the Srutis all activities of the Lord are as eternal 
and part of His nature as omnipresence. The eternality of His 
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acts cannot be disproved by Perception inference or Sruti. There 
is no possibility of disputing it on the basis of perception as 
the Lord and his activities are beyond the reach of Perception. 
As for inference, there is no valid ground. If Kriyà means the 
root sense (dhatvartha) such as kri to do, so are the root meanings 
of Jnana, iccha and prayatna (to know, to desire, and to make 
an effort) which are admitted as intrinsic attributes of the Lord 
inthe Upanisads. As for Scripture, there are no positive statements 
there saying the activities of the Lord are noneternal. If it is 
to be gathered from such statements as "It perceived (tad aiksata) 
it desired 'Let me become many, let me create" and so on, 
what prevents us from including other acts knowing, existing 
(as to be) also and denying them also as eternal attributes of 
the Lord? which will clash with the clear Scriptural statements 
such as ascribing transcendent powers of Jnana, bala, kriya 
to B. which are expressly stated to be intrinsic to its nature 
(svabhaviki) - which means existing as long as the Substance 
itself (yavad-dravyabhavi). Here is the Svetasvara text to that 
effect : 


Para asya Saktir vividhaiva srüyate, Svabhaviki jnanabala 
kriyaca (VI. 8) 


It should be noted that this text specially speaks of the Lord's 
various kinds of powers (Sakti) as super-mundane (parà) and 
intrinsic to Him (svábhàviki ) mentioning "Kriya" in particular among 
them. 


This is sufficient to establish that the Lord's activities such 
as willing, doing, creating, destroying, uplifting souls etc are 


all of them in the opinion of the Srutis, eternal as He is 
Satyasankalpa. 


The right and proper thing to accept would be that such attributes 
come into play as and when the Lord wills to exercise them 
and remain in a potential unmanifested state at other times. 
But these powers and activites are His Svarupa-Vigesas" like 
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the powers of a tortoise which contracts or expands its limbs 
as and when desired. When a creature like a tortoise can have 
such powers’, need it be said that the powers and activities 
of the Lord have two facets a potential and a manifested state 
— What the Acarya describes them as the states of Saktita 
and Vyaktità : To explain, what is called an expressed activity 
consists in the manifestation of the innate power to produce 
a particular effect at a particlular time. When it is in its potential 
state it is stable and when it is manifested in perceptible activity 
it becomes adjusted to pragmatic needs. 


One may ask —What exactly is meant by the term manifestation 
(and the potential state)? It cannot be the same as its coming 
to be perceived because being the power of the Lord and as 
such ever-self evident, it can make no difference to Him. The 
objection is irrelevant. What is meant by the term 'Vyakti' 
manifestation is that Sakti and vyakti are facets of the same 
power principle one in the embryo and the other in its dynamic 
form. It may still be asked if the two facets of Kriya of being 
potential or dynamic are mutually different or identical. In the 
first case, it would mean that its potentiality is eternal the manifested 
state is non-eternal. If the two facets are identical, it would 
lead to simultaneous occurrence of both creation and destruction 
of the world! 


The Acarya answers that the two facets of the Lord's activities 
are indeed virtually identical. But there is no overlapping in their 
operation as they admit of à distinction of reference wihout 
necessitating a distinction of essence by the internal dynamics 
of 'Viéesas', which by hypothesis are conceived as self-linking 
(sva-nirvahaka) without indenting Upon another linking 
agency : Abhinno pi. 

Saktita vyaktita ceti visesopi visesavan (AV). The NS answers 
another objection : to the above that on the same analogy it 
may be possible to say that even in common parlance it may 
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be said of every activity that it is eternal and all practical difficuties 
arising out of such an admission may be waived by waving the 
magic wand of "Vi$esas". Jayatirtha silences this free lance 
objection by clarifying that it is only where there is incontestable 
evidence of such co-existence of Saktità and vyaktità in the 
activities of a non-eternal Being that this principle can be applied. 
Where there is no evidence of the eternality of a given thing 
or its powers, this principle is inapplicable. 


Other thinkers have contended that there cannot be any such 
thing as a Sakti in things other than their own intrinsic nature 
or the full participation of the requisite causal complements of 
producing an effect. Their contention is against the wording of 
the Svetasvatara text referring to the Saktis of the Lord by the 
studied use of the possesive case in referring to these Saktis 
as Para asya Saktih vividha, indicating thereby the said saktis 
belong to one who possesses them and wields them. The Visnu 
Purana speaks of the countless Saktis of the Lord with particular 
reference to His creative and other activites as His 
Bhàva-Saktis : meaning they are of the essence of His 


Being : and defy imagination but are open to valid knowledge 
thro’ the Sastras : 


Saktayas sarvabhàvànàm acintyajnanagocarah 
Yato ato Brahmanastu Sargadya bhavasaktayah 
(V.P. i, 3.1) 


The term Bhàvasaktayah would naturally mean they are part 


of His svabhava. (intrinsic nature) This is confirmed by the next 
line : 


Bhavanti tapasam srestha Pavakasya yathosnata 
(V.P. 1.3.3) 


These attributes are intrinsic to the Lord like heat to fire. 


RR 
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Chapter-3 
GUHADHIKARANAM 
(i, 2, 11-12) 


This adhi. establishes the Samanvaya in B. of the mark of 
import (kriyalinga) of condescending acceptance and enjoyment 
of the quintessence of the fruits of Niskama-Karma performed 
by Jivas in a spirit of complete dedication to B for earning its 
approbation and grace (Tat karma Haritosam yat (Bhag IV 29, 
49) and offered to B, as a mark of eternal gratitude for the 
benefactions conferred on the world of Jivas' so well set forth 
in the Saptanna Brahmana of the Brh. Up. : Saptannani medhaya 
asrjat Pita ekam asya sadharanam dve devanam abhajayat (1.5) 
echoed by the Gitacarya Aham hi Sarvayajnanam bhokta ca 
Prabhur eva ca (IX 24) 


This touching testimony to the happy rapport that should exist 
between the Lord of all Creation and His loving children is spelt 
out in the opening Sukta of the Rg. Veda : Sa Nah Piteva 
sünave Agne supayano bhava (i, 1, 9) : Thou Lord of all Yajnas, 
be of easy access to us like a Father unto his sons. 


The way in which Acarya Madhva has interpreted the aim 
and purpose of this adhi. as above, throws an unparalleled light 
on the closeness and intimacy of relationship that binds the 
good souls to the benign and benevolent Author of all Creation'. 


The Visayavakaya of this Adhi. is from the Katha Up. i,3, 
1-2 according to all the commentators. The words of the 
Visayavakya are - : two (beings) who imbibe the fruits of the 
good deeds (sukrtasya) of men and women of the world, offered 
to them with deep devotion, dwell in the cave of the heart of 
the Jivas. The knowers of B describe them as the cooling sheltering 


shade of comfort to the sincere devotees and the scorching 


Fire (to those who have turned their backs on them)". 
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The doubt arises here about the identity of the two beings 
who are said to enjoy the fruits of Karma of Jivas (offered to 
them), whether they are one and the same Brahman or both 
the Jiva and B. As the Samanvavya contemplated by the 
Sütrakara consists in the attunement of all Scriptural statements 
with B and no one else. Mark the singular Tat followed by the 
emphatic particle in Tat tu Samanvayat (i, 1, 4), it follows that 
it is so and must be so, in the present adhi. also. There however 
crop up certain difficuties in the way of the smooth establishment 
of such a Sananvaya of this particular passage which refers 
to the subject of which the Samanvaya is predicated in the dual 
number as Rtam pibantau (two drinkers of the fruits of good 
karma). As the Supreme Being is admittedly Aptakàma and 
ever-satisfied (nityatrpta) there seems to be no point in making 
it enjoy the fruits of the good deeds of the souls.? Thus the 
two factors, the use of the dual and the question of the rationale 
of ascribing enjoyment of Karmaphala to B. pose the initial difficulty. 
The more serious difficulty is of course the use of the dual 
number in describing the subject of the predication in the dual 
(pibantau). 


Other commentators like Sankara have identified the two beings 
as Jiva and Brahman. They seek to overcome the difficulty created 
by the use of the dual number by taking recourse to Laksana 
(secondary signification) based on the maxim of the ‘umbrella 
holders" (Chatri-nyaya), where in a group of men going out in 
the hot sun or heavy rains holding umbrellas while one or two 
of them have no umbrellas of their own. In spite of this they 
are collectively referred to stating there go the men with the 
umbrellas (chatrino yanti). On this analogy, the dual pibantau 
can be explained by holding that only the Jivatman enjoys the 
fruits of his good deeds, while the Supreme Being does not 
do so. However, this does not explain why the Sruti should refer 
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only to the good deeds and omit the bad ones, as the Jiva 
has to reap the consequences of his good and bad deeds alike. 
As the Lord is not supposed to approve of Man's misdeeds 
or immoral acts, the restriction made in the Sruti text in regard 
to the good deeds alone becomes understandable as fit to be 
offered to the Lord and to be accepted by Him. The resort to 
chatrinyaya leads to Laksanavrtti and leaves out the Paramatman 
altogether from the scope of Samanvaya, which defeats the very 
purpose of Samanavaya, which is pointed out by the 
Acarya : Na ca Jive samanvaya ucyate (M.BSB Suffice it to 
say that the dual pibantau loses it primary active sense in both 
the ways of interpretation. 


Itis not clear why R. should hesitate to accept that the Supreme 
B. is the actual drinker and enjoyer of the fruits of the good 
Karmas of Jivas as a mark of its approbation. The studied omission 
of the duskrtas (bad deeds) of the Jivas in the text of the Upanisad 
should also suggest that these good deeds of the Jiva are 
acceptable to the Lord and that their dedication to Him will be 
relished by Him. There is no need to shy away from accepting 
such a position. For, the Gitacarya himself has expressly stated 
that as the Lord of all Sacrifices (yajna) in the broadest sense 
of the term performed with absolute detachment and offered 
to the Supreme Being are gladly accepted by Him and enjoyed 
: Aham hi Sarvayajnanam bhokta ca Prabhur eva ca (ix, 24) 
Tad aham bhaktyupahrtam asnami (ix, 26). While R. passes over 
the word Bhokta in ix, 24, he is more outspoken on Gita ix, 
26 where he readily agrees that the Lord "eats" receives with 
pleasure the offerings of the pure minded. He also quotes a 
verse from the Moksadharma that the Lord does indeed 
wholeheartedly receive the holy acts of his Ekantabhaktas 
unreservedly (ix. 26). In view of this, he should have had no 
hesitaion in ascribing to the Lord the acceptance and enjoyment 
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of the fruits of all meritorious deeds of the Jivas wholeheartedly 
dedicated to Him, instead of keeping the Lord at arms length 
as only the Prayojakakarta in the Jiva's enjoyment of the fruits 
of his good deeds. Madhva therefore goes a step further and 
gives pibantau its full primary sense with reference to the Lord 
Himself in His two forms of manifestaions in the Heart of Jivas 
as the "Atma" and "Antaratma" : Deha-Jivayor hrdaya nivistah 
(Bhasyadipika) on the authority of the Brhat Samhita : 


Atmantaratmeti Harih eka eva dvidha sthitah 
Nivisto hrdaye nityam rasam pibati karmajam 


This goes back to the Rg. Vedic mantra : 


Gharma samanta trivrtam vyapatuh 
Tayor justim Matarisva jagàma (R.V. X. 114.1) 


quoted by the Acarya in his Sutrabhasya. 


This text of the Rg. Veda as explained by the Acarya refers 


to the two forms of the Lord in the dual Gharma samanta 
vyapatuh. 


He also brings out the point that the identity of the two drinkers 
with the Lord is confirmed by the reference to the Lord in the 


very next verse of the Katha, using the relative pronoun Yah" 
in the singular. 


Yas setur ijananam aksaram Brahma yat Param 


(Katha 1. 3.2). 


Thus the internal evidence of the Katha is by itself sufficient 


to establish the identity of the Pibantau" with Brahman thus 
solving the riddle of the dual. 


Dvitvam caikasya yujyate 
Yas setur iti caikatvavacanena vi$esanat (AV). 
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The antecedent of the relative pronoun "Yah" in Yas setur has 
necessarily to be identified with Brahman described as Pibantau 
in the dual whether you like it or not and it would be impossible 
to bifurcate one of the two drinkers from the other. The drinkers 
in the text have to stand or fall together. If they stand undivided, 
the Samanvaya succeeds; if not, they fall together, If fall they 
must, — there is no Samanvaya at all and the Sütrakara's effort 
at Samanvaya would be love's labor lost. Read : pibantau iti 
dvivacanavisyatayà prakrtayoh dvitvadharatvayoh Yas setur iti 
ekavacanena ca viseanat abheda ekatvadharatvavagamat (NS) 


There are plenty of other texts telling us that there can be 
no difference of essence between various forms in which Brahman 
manifests itself in different places or in the same place : Yad 
eva amutra yad amutra tadanviha (2.15.10) Rupam rupam 
pratirüpo babhüva (RV) Sa Ya$cayam Puruse Yasca asavaditye 
Sa ekah ( Taitt. Up. Il. 8). The imprecation Mrtyoh sa mrtyum 
apnoti ya iha naneva pasyati should be enough to settle the 
matter. Acarya evidently thought that a careful study of the two 
texts Rtam pibantau and Yas setuh read together should be 
enough to convince any unprejudiced mind about the undisguised 
truth that they speak of one and the same B both in the singular 


and in the dual. 


However, to enable the not so quick-witted to grasp the logical 


cogency of the Ácárya's stand, the NS elucidates the nuances 
: The objection based on the 


g the Supreme B as Pibantau 


of the argument at some length 
use of the dual number in describin 
contradicts its oneness of being and essence is examined at 
Some length by the NS and shown to be untenanble. For even 
a given thing which is one in itself may be conceived and reckoned 


as "two" when it is placed in relation to anothe thing, without 


losing its oneness of essence. The objection to this that such 
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an explanation is not possible in regard to B as there is no 
second entity besides B. (in Advaita) in relation to which B may 
be reckoned as "two" is premature, as it is yet to be established 
that no other entity is in existence besides Brahman. 


Therefore, looking at the problem before us more objectively, 
in the light of the facts at our disposal, we have two problems 
before us. One is about the compatibility of enjoyment of the 
fruits of good Karmas by the Supreme B. whose nature is quite 
different from that of the Jivas who are subject to the limitations 
of the cycle of birth and death and liable to experience the 
fruits of good and bad deeds alike. The other is about the 
incompatibility of associating duality (dvitvam) with the concept 
of B which by hypothesis is one and only one, without any internal 
distinctions and is the substrate of oneness alone. 


This calls for a closer scrutiny of the precise nature of the 
difficulty envisaged by the objector, — the alleged self contradiction 
between the presence of duality (dvitvam) and self-identity and 
oneness of essence of B. The alleged contradiction has to be 
considered from one or the other of following standpoints. The 
contradiction may be conceived as between an affirmative and 
its negative (bhavabhavalaksanavirodhah) or of a relation of killer 
and killed (vadhyaghatukabhava) as in the case of a snake and 
a mangoose or in terms of each one of the two being open 
to perception invariably only as existing in the absence of the 
other, in any given place or time. (niyamena 
paraspara-pariharenaiva upalambhah). 


None of these conditions is fulfilled in the present case of 
the use of the dual and the singular to the same Brahman in 
the Siddhanta as they have been affirmed to be coexistent in 
B. for all time as its Svarüpadharma. The second ground iS 
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also inapplicable as the supposed contradictories are given as 
coexisting always in B. Hence, there is no bar to our accepting 
the reference to one and the same B both by the dual and 
the singular in the Siddhanta at the same time. Nor can the 
use of the dual be understood in the sense of negation of personal 
identity (tadatmya-abhava) between the two referents. For such 
a negation would be eqivalent to a reciprocal negation which 
is not the issue here, according to texts i, 3, 1, and i, 3, 2 
read together. 


SANKARA'S INTERPRETATION 


S in his commetnary presents the Pürvapaksa in regard to 
the two drinkers as Buddhi and Jiva, holding them to be Jiva 
and Brhaman in the siddhanta. Such an interpretaion cannot 
be accepted as faithful to the Sütrakàra's intention and purpose. 
For the Sutrakara has clearly predicated the Samavaya of Sastra 
in B under the Sutra Tattu Samanvayat, even according to S. 
and has been carrying it out accordingly in all the previous 
adhikaranas so far and elsewhere thereafter too. It would be 
breaking the established order to deviate from it in this case 
alone. It cannot be said in defence that where there is obstruction 
to adopting such a course, a deviation from the usual order 
isnecessary. No such insurmountable obstacle to a smooth carrying 
out of Samanvaya in B has been established by S. If the employment 


of the dual number with reference to the drinkers is the stumbling 
ock woud be there as even according 
t two different 


block, the same stumbling b! 


to S's Siddhanta the Jiva and Brahman are no 
ne and the same. If to avoid this predicament, 
two is accepted, it would 


beings but are o 
an imaginary difference between the 
be far better, instead, to overcome the difficulty created by the 


dual and calling to aid the mysterious power (acintyadbhuta$sakti) 
of B to explain the coexistence of duality and oneness in Brahman. 
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in such a case. That would be more in keeping with the even 
tenor of the way in which the Samanvaya has been carried out 
So far and is being done hereafter too. without swerving from 
it. Sankara himself has recognised the role of Paramatman's 
AcintyaSakti in such predicaments. 


Acintyah khalu ye bhava na tàmstarkena yojayet 
Prakrtibhyah param yattu tad acintyasya vaibhavam 
(BSB. Il. 1.6) 


ofe oje ofe 


a ee eee O d 8 000 0 
1. Read : Vi$vasyodayam atanoti tadanu tranam vidhatte punah 


Saukhyapti tarahanisadhanam alam vakti $rutir vyanjayan 

Svapam prapayati Sramapahrtaye Kalpavasane ca yah 

Tam Devam Pitaram patim Gurutamam vande Ramavallabham. 
(VTNt) 


2. Iha tu karmabandharahite Paramatmani prakrtyarthasya nirbhede 
pratyayarthasya ca ayogat na tasya dvivacanantapibacchabda- 
vacyata iti purvavaisamyena pratyavasthanat (BD. i, 2, 11) 
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Chapter-4 
ANTARADHIKARANAM 


se eee ey 


This adhi. is based on the Upakosala Vidya of the Chan. 
Up. (iv, 10, 15). There the presiding deities of the three Sacrificial 
fires instruct Upakosala collectively that Prana is Brahman : 
Kam Brahma Kham Brahma (iv, 10, 5) This is followed by their 
individually instructing him about the Person seen in the Sun, 
the moon and lightniing whom they identify with themselves : 
So aham asmi Sa eva aham asmi (iv, 11; 12;13) and finally 
direct him to his Guru for further instruction. The teacher then 
instructs him about the Person present in the eye as the Atman 
the immortal and flawless Brahman. 


Relying on the statement of the Sruti of “Aditya becoming 
the eye entered the pupil” and the affinity of nature as luminaries 
among the Sun moon and lightning, Purvapaksa maintains that 
the person present in the eye controlling its function must be 
Agni the presiding deity of the sacrificial fires which have called 
the instruction given by them to Upakosala earlier as "asmad 
Vidya" (iv, 13) our Vidya. The siddhanta rejects these contentions 
and upholds the view that the Person present in the eye and 
controlling its presiding deity must be the Supreme Being itself 
and no other, on conclusive contextual grounds. 


According to Acarya, the purpose of this adhi. is to establish 
the Samanvaya of the positive mark of import of being present 
in the presiding deity of the eye, and enjoying the act as an 
expression of its boundless essence of felicity (ananda), as is 
implicit in the description of Prana (Brahman) as kam Brahma, 
Kham Brahma by the fires themselves (iv, 10, 5) which is also 


One of the grounds used to iden 
as B. by the Sütrakara also : Sukhavisistabhidhanad eva. 


tify the person seen in the eye 
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S. R. and other commentators on the other hand treat the 
opening word of the adhi. "antara" in the Sütra as a single word 
(like 'antara' in Taitt. Up. - Anyontara atma) and attach no special 
significance to the "ra" after 'antah' here. But this makes the 
present adhi. totally redundant from their point of view, as the 
same Visayavakyas from the Chan Up. have been disposed of 
by them in the earlier Antasthatvadhikaranam (i. 2, 20-21) Hence 
there seems to be no need or justification at all from their point 
of view for the Sutrakara to have used the additional ra" 
"anta-ra" at the cost of transgressing the requirement of economy 
of syllables (alpaksaratva) as part of the approved definition 
of a Sütra. It is a reasonable presumption therefore that the 
Sütrakàra must have had a sufficient reason to use a anta-ra 
in this particular adhi. alone. 


Acarya Madhva therefore points to the use of the word "atma 
(Brh. Up. iv, 15, 1) which is immediately followed by the words 
Etad amrtam abhayam etad Brahma (iv, 15, 1). As both the 
words Atma and Brahma refer to the same Being, which has 
been described in the earlier Khanda (iv, 14, 5) as of the very 
essense of Supreme bliss (Prano Brahma kam brahma) where 
"Prana" itself in its etymologincal sense as a Being which is 
source of all life and breathing activity of beings (also attested 
by the Taitt. Up. - Ko hyevanyat kah pranyat yad esa akasa 
ànando nvà syat) it seems most reasonable to take it that the 
use of the word anta-ra in this adhi. is specially intended to 
lay stress on this particular point of B's boundless essence of 
ananda (sukham).This aspect of the matteris therefore prominently 
brought to our notice thro the significant use of the term 
"anta-ra". The grammatical derivation of the term antara accordingly 
is given by the NS: Antas sabdopapadat ramater Ramantad da 
Unadayo bahulam ityupapadalopah. The term Upapadalopah is 
however clarified as Alontyaparibhasaya upapadantyalopa ityarthah 
(Srinivasacharya comm. NS.) 
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The Acarya has put it crisply : Antahsthitva ramanakrd antaras 
samudahrtah (AV). Looked at from this perspective, it will be 
seen that the wording of the Sutra Sukhavisistabhidhanad eva 
ca in elucidation of the probans (upapatti) would be seen to 
fit in with the contextual requirement of establishing the thesis 
of Antas sthitvà ramanakrt. The Acarya also draws attention to 
the esoteric significance of the term "atma" in the Visayavakya 
used along with the other word "Brahma". Here Atma embodies 
a reference to B's blissful nature which has its contextual bearing 
in this set up. Accordingly, he explains the root meaning of 
Atman. (cf. Yaccapnoti Yad adatte) 


Ramanam caatma-sabdenadeyam mati iti cocyate. The details 
of this etymological explanation are given in the NS : An 
purvakad dadater manyatesca kvip. Adeyam sukham tatsadhanam 
ca mati anubhavati iti Atma (p. 164). He also draws attention 
to the contextual evidence provided by the Chan. Up. text in 
the Bhumavidyaprakarana (Yo vai bhuma tat sukham na alpe 
sukham asti Sukhameva labdhva karoti na asukham 
VII. 22-23) 


It will be noticed that in the preamble to next Antaryami- 
adhikarana the Acarya raises an adhikasanka a supervening 
objection to the stand taken in the Antaradhikarana associating 
the B's act of enjoying the activity of being present in the eye 
and in the presiding deity of the eye controlling its functioning 
as expressed by the term anta-ra. The supervening objection 
as we shall see, rests on the common assumption that 
preoccupation with all external activities of controlling and 
regulating the functioning of others is always a source of physical 
strain and mental distraction, however limited may be the range 
of such activities and much more so will it be when it comes 
to playing the role of Antaryami in regard to the activites of 
the entire cosmic life spread over the Adhibhuta, adhyatma and 
adhidaiva cross sections of the universe. The objection is given 
a suitable answer. It will be seen that the present adhikarana 
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as interpreted by the Acarya paves the way for the confirmation 
of the principle of "ramana" in all the activites of the 
Aptakàma-Brahman, as a spontaneous expression of its infinite 
essence of blissfulness (ànanda). It may also be noticed that 
while the Sütra Srutopanisat kagatyabhidhanat (i, 2, 26) has 
a direct bearing on confirming the identity of the person present 
in the eye with B as the goal of such knowledge of it, there 
seems to be no compelling reasons to introduce the Sutra 
Sukhavisistabhidhanad eva ca in this adhi — Unless it be to 
establish a necessary link between the controlling agency of 
B by being present in the eye and in the presiding deity of 
the eye with its nature of boundless bliss of which the controlling 
activity is an index and an expression. 


This point is strikingly brought out by the Acraya by construing 
the phrase Sukhavisista in the Sutra in a sense different from 
its attributive use of the first term, which may imply a distinction 
of essence between B. as substance and attributes (Svagata 
bheda) — a point which has been fully brought out by the 
Sutrakara himself by rejecting the sense of modification to the 
suffix 'maya' in regard to the Anandamaya-Brahman, not to speak 
of the ahikundaladhikarana (B.S. Ill 2.28) where also the relation 
between B and its attributes has been shown to be one of 
Savi$esabheda in the light of its Svarupavi$esas, apart from 
the appositional use of Kam Brahma, Kham Brahma in the Chan. 
Up. itself. The Acraya accordingly takes the expression 
Sukha-visista in the Sutra to mean Sukhena visistah (Visista 
being understood in the sense of "being supreme on account 
of his boundless infinite blissfulness). The NS shows that as 
itis admitted thatthe term Brahman signifies infinitude of attributes 
it is but proper to correlate such infinitude of attributes of sheer 
blissfulness to the description as kham brahma kam Brahma. 
(Chan. iv, 1 (,5) The NS therefore suggests that the compound 
Sukhavisista may be understood as an example of an appositional 
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compound (Karmadharaya) of the Kadara type in which 
transposition of the two members is permitted (as in Jaimini- 
Kadàra and Kadara-Jaimini, according to Paninian grammar). 


Summing up the position of the Acarya, the NS clarifies that 
the use of the possessive suffix (matup) in 
Visistasukha-vatvat does not imply that there is any distinction 
or difference between B and its bliss, The word Visist asukhavatva 
is only intended to remind us that tho' in principle the bliss 
or ananda is its very essence, it is still capable of being spoken 
of as belonging to Brahman by virtue of the internal dynamics 
of its Svarupavisesas which permit distinction of refernce without 
involving a distinction of essence. 


In conclusion, the Acàrya commenting on the Sutra Anavasthiter 
asambhavacca (i, 2, 17) shows how the Purvapaksin's contention 
that the person present in the eye and controlling it, the sun 
god is in its turn controlled by the presiding deity of the fires 
- Agni deva, is impossible as Agni is as much a Jiva as the 
sun god and so dependent. Agni-Jiva can not excercise control 
over the presiding deity of the Sun who is also a Jivatman. 
By the same token Agnideva also in his turn may be supposed 
to be controlled by another Jiva and that by another and that 
by another and that by yet another endlessly. Thus no effective 
relation of controller and controlled can be posited of two equally 
finite and dependent beings on their own initiative and in their 
own right. This contingency of infinite regression will not be 
there if one should accept a Supreme Being and make it the 
arbiter of placing one Jiva under the conrol of another, 
commensurate with their respective natures. If the Pürvapaksi 
is agreeble to accepting the existence of such a Supreme Being, 


all the difficulties will vanish. 
The NS also points out that it would not be in order to argue 


that a graded relationship recognised to be true ofthe relationship 
among released souls also in Moksa! as accepted in the 
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Acarya's system would have to be considered as intrinsic to 
their natures and that therefore it cannot be ascribed to the 
dispensation of a Supreme Being. The Acarya affirms that the 
Lord's dispensation is not restricted to the mundane world. It 
applies equally to both the states of Samsara and Moksa. The 
graded control among Muktajivas is also an expression of His 
will. The Srutis and Smrrtis leave no doubt on this point. The 
RV says the Supreme Being is the Ruler of the immortals as 
well : 


Uta amrtatvasya i$ànah (RV. X. 90.2) 
Anim na rathyam anrtà adhitasthuh (R. V. i, 25, 6) 
Dravyam Karma ca Kala$ca svabhavo Jiva eva ca 
Yadanugrahatas santi na santi yadupeksaya 

(Bhag. II, 10-12) 


This point has already been clarified by the Acarya in his clear 
statement. 


Tadrsatvat ca Tacchakteh 
in the exposition of the Gayatrydhikarana. 


d of of 


a OE A E uo 7 
1. Vide my BSPC Vol. Ill on BS. IV 4.9 
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Chapter-5 
ANTARYAMI - ADHIKARANAM 
(i.2, 18-20) 


This adhi. is connected with its preceeding one by way of 
an aksepasangati', which will be explained anon. It establishes 
the Samanvaya of the positive mark of import of B's controlling 
from within the entire range of finite existence, both sentient 
and insentient, without any exception. In other words, it is a 
powerful exposition of the thesis of B's Vi$vantaryamitva, which 
is so impressively and eloquently intoned by the celebrated 
Upanisadic Philosopher Yajnavalkya in as many as twenty three 
paragraphs in the seventh Brahmana of the third Adhyaya, with 
the refrain running throughout : He who dwells in the Earth 
and impels it from within, whose body it is, and whom the Earth 
does not know. He is your Antaryami, the immortal "Atman". 
The recital includes all the Adhibhüta, Adhyatatma and Adhidaiva 
Tattvas and the embodied selves (atmans) in its scope. There 
are two recensions of this Upanisad, the Kanva and the 
Madhyandina Sakhas. The Antaryami Brahmana is found in both. 
The recitals are the same with slight variations. But in both 
the Jivatman is included at the end of the series. In the Kanva 
text 'Vijnana' (sic Vijnàna-Atma) is read to denote the Jivatman, 
while the other recension uses the word "Atman" itself. In both 
itis clearly stated that the Supreme Antaryami dwells in the 
Atmà controlling him from within (Ya atmani tisthan atmanam 
antaro yamayati Esa te Atma’ antaryami amrtah) S. recognises 
that the statement "whom the earth does not know, whom the 
waters do not know" etc refer to the Abhimani Devatas (sentient 
beings) presiding over those respective Tattvas : Yam Prthvi na 
veda iti ca Prthividevataya avijneyam antaryàminam bruvan 
devatatmano antaryáminam darsayati (S.BSB i, 2, 19). To the 
Acarya the words referring to the Tattvas as Yam prthvi na veda 
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etc, are all intended to be taken in both the senses of the Jada 
tattvas and their Abhimanidevatas concerned in respect of their 
dependence on B. on the analogy of the body and soul relation 
of dependence. The point which emerges from this Brahmana 
is that all Jivatmans and Jadatattvas in finite reality are indwelt 
by the Supreme B as their "Antaryami". As the term Atma is 
used in the Madhyandina text refers to the Jiva in its conventional 
sense of the embodied self (as Niyam ya) and again in its highest 
primary sense of Paramatman, the Antaryami, specifying in no 
uncertain terms "He is Your Antaryami (as well) "the Atman" 
(Esa Te atma) (that is to say) Your Antaryami as well, this carries 
irrefragable evidence that tho' the term Atman is met with in 
the Upanisads sometimes in the sense of the Jivatman, as in 
Atma pyanigah sukhaduhkhahetoh in all higher contexts of Cosmic 
creation and deliverance from Samsara it is always usedto denote 
the Supreme Being alone in its highest primary sense 
(Paramamukhyartha) as maintained by Acarya Madhva and as 
has been brought out in the Dyubhvadyayatanadhi. (1. 3. 1) 
where the very same question of its highest metaphysical conno- 
denotation in mooted with reference to both the status of the 
Cosmic order and its maintenance and the deliverance of the 
Selves from Samsara are prominently taken up for investigation 
and the finding given in terms of the very use of word Atma 
(sva$abdat) and MuktopasrpyatvavyapadeSa (i, 3, 2). R, speaks 
of the Devas mentioned in the Madhyandina recension. But he 
is not specific in associating the Jadatattvas like Prthvi, 
Akaga with their Abhimanidevatas as do S and M and he has 
not also interpreted Abhimanivyapadesastu (Il.1 6) as a 
Siddhanta sutra. S's bhasya does not touch upon the refernce 
to the earth, waters etc as the "body" of B. as such. As the 
Upanisads usually describe B as ASarirah Prajnatma, Aéari ram 
éariresu, he too will have to agree with M. that the Jadatattvas 
have been called "Body" of B. only in a figurative sense of being 
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dependent on B. (as the body is dependent on the self). In 
his BSB the Acarya has given the Yaugikartha in which the world 
of matter referred to as the "body" of B. is to be 
understood : 


Siryate niyamenaivasmad Visnostu Jagad idr$am 
Ramate ca Paro hyasmin Sariram tasya tajjagat. 


The Acarya introduces the present adhi. with an adhikasanka 
that the present adhi. is not called for, as the same point of 
the Lord's indwelling in the deity of the eye etc and taking delight 
in controlling its activity, as an expression of its innate bliss 
has already been established in the Antaradhi. It cannot be 
contended that the Supreme B in the presiding deity of the eye 
and controlling its functioning has alone been established and 
not the additional fact of such act of controlling being an expression 
of B's infinite bliss. 


TheAcarya explains the logical basis of reopening the conclusion 
established in the previous adhi. It is called for to overcome 
and set aside a more powerful and more comprehensive objection 
of wider range to discredit the very idea of - ramanam" or the 
Lord's taking delight in his controlling activity from the point 
of view of the Colossal magnitude of the effort involved, in the 
act of controlling the affairs of the entire Cosmos and many 
more Cosmic systems like ours that may exist and the psychological 
strain such responsiblility would entail The expenditure of effort 
is always in proportion to the magnitude of the task before one. 
The greater and the more difficult the task, the greater will be 
the effort needed and the stress and strain in consequence 
to be borne. : Atiprayatnavatah Cittaviksepo niyatah (NS) and 
one exposed to such mental strain can hardly enjoy himself. 
A palpable self-contradictory idea can hardly be justified by any 


number of plausible arguments. 
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This seemingly viable argument is probed by the Acarya to 
expose its hollowness, when it is sought to be applied to the 
activity of the Supreme Being Himself based on B's being the 
indwelling Ruler and controller of a/l that exists. The Pürvapaksa 
may argue that the counter argument of the Siddhantin would 
make the remedy worse than the disease. When the Pürvapaksin 
contests the claim of God's enjoying His activity of controlling 
the activities of the presiding deity of the eye (the Sun god) 
by the presiding deity of Fire (Agni) how can the Siddhantin 
expect to convince him that B's taking up a stil! more taxing 
and colossal responsibility of controlling the functioning of the 
whole Cosmos and the activities of millions of beings therein 
for ever, be in any way a source of enjoyment, even to a Colossus? 


The Acarya pricks the bubble of this clever and seemingly 
convincing argument by inviting the Purvapaksin to consider the 
problem calmly and weigh the Siddhantin's position in its proper 
backtoground and perspective. Mental distraction stress, strain 
and frustration under adverse circumstances are possible only 
in cases where a person attempts a task beyond his capacity 
for control or jurisdiction and attempts to bring and keep under 
his control those who are not amenable to his authority. But 
inVedanta philosophy. the being becoming and functioning (Satta- 
Pratiti and pravrtti) of the entire cosmos and its denizens are 
determined by the supreme will of God. How then can it ever 
be supposed that God's controlling the affairs of the Universe 
would ever be obstructed or challenged by superior forces and 
upset Him? God's government and control of the Universe is 
not to be compared with those of an ordinary King or even 
an Emperor of a whole country. The Kings, Prime Ministers and 
Presidents of many a country we know of live in constant dread 
of being unseated, deposed or assassinated! The kingdom of 
God consisting of many Cosmic Systems like ours owes its being, 
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becoming and functioning to His unthwarted will and dispensation. 
That should make all the difference to God's enjoyment of His 
doings without fear or favor or opposition from any quarter. 


The establishment of B as the sole Overlord and inner indwelling 
controller of the entire world not only of matter but of spirits 
as well (vide Sütra i, 2, 20) is followed by the refutation of 
the claims of Sànkhya Prakrti to be regarded as the 
Antaryami. This claim would appear to rest on the frequent 
references' to so many tattvas like Prithvi, Apah as constituting 
the "body" of the Antaryamin. As Müla-Prakrti of the Sankhya 
is the material cause of the world and Cause pervades effects 
(Vyaptam karyesu karanam), the Pürvapaksa would appear to 
seize upon it in support of its claim. This is refuted by the 
Sūtra 1. 2. 29 that the text does not speak of any of the specific 
properties of Prakrti such as its being composed of the three 
gunas (material qualities of Sattva, rajas and tamas 
- ataddharmabhilapat) and referring instead to the distinctive 
attributes of B as an intellingent Being (Cetana) not fully known 
or knowable by finite beings as the 'Antara Purusa’. It deserves 
to be noted that Sankhya-Prakrti, being admittedly an insentient 
material principle cannot be designated as "Purusa" and the 
Samkhyas themselves distinguish the Prakrti from Purusa who 
is a Cetana (sentient being) and the Sankhyas also accept plurality 
of Purusas (Purusabahutvam siddham traiggunyaviparyyaccaiva) 
while Prakrti is one only and is further said to be neither a 
material cause nor a modification. Moreover, the Antaryami 
Brahmana is not confined to the domain of the material world 
of adhibhuta tattvas, with which the Visayavakya opens. We find 
the Jivatmans also who are thinking beings brought within the 
area of control as their indwelling Ruler and Impeller. The Sankhya 
philosopher who is a Nirigvaravadi cannot afford to accept the 
jurisdiction of any Brahman over the Purusas (jivas) of the system. 
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The verdict of the Antaryami Brahmana cannot therefore be 
acceptable to the Sankhya and his contention on behalf of Prakrti 
is unsustainable on the whole and has therefore been rightly 
dismissed by the Sütrakara. 


He is no less categorical in his rejection of the claims of 
Jivàtman also and devotes a separate Sütra to it (i, 2, 21). 
It goes without saying that the special attention given to bringing 
the Jivatman too under the controlling agency of the 
Antaryami Brahman assumes special significance from the point 
of view of the most important question with which men as thinking 
selves are most seriously concerned, rather than with B's relation 
with materialTattvas. Students of the Philosophy of the Upanisads 
all the world over and seekers of truth are most concerned 
with that question which seems to be rearing its head off and 
on in their minds. The Sutrakara has therefore done well in 
clinching the issue here, not only on his personal authority and 
opinion but on the verdict of the celebrated Upanisadic philosopher 
Yajnavalkya who propounds and expounds the concept of the 
Antaryami-Brahman. The Sutrakara points out how the followers 
of both the Kanva and Madhyandina recensions of Brh. Up. 
unanimously refer to the Jivatman as being different from the 
Antaryami-B (bhedenaiva adhiyate) using the emphatic particle 
"eva". This should indeed be a bitter pill for the Monist to swallow. 
No wonder Sankara resorts to his wonted way of calling to aid 
his two-level theory of truth to get out of the difficulty. But the 
spirit of the Sutras like Gatisamanyat Codanadyavigesat would 
appear to insist on a uniform way of approach to the message 
of the Upanisads. 


bh p 
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Chapter-6 
ADRSYATVADHIKARANAM 


(i.2, 21-23) 


This adhi. establishes the samanvaya in B. of negative marks 
of import such as its not bring open to perception (adr$yatva) 
not being graspable by mind (agrahya) not possessing hands 
and feet, eyes ears and so on. (Mund. Up. i, 6). There are 
also other Srutis which declare B. as anilaya anatmya etc (ii, 
7). The next verse of Mundaka speaks of this B as Aksara and 
as that which lies beyond two other Aksaras (aksarat paratah 
parah). This adhi. is therefore connected with its preceding one 
by way of an aksepasangati, where the marks of import of not 
being compehended by the divinities of the Earth, waters etc 
have been attuned to the Antaryami B. on the ground that such 
negative attributes are found applied here to the :;"Aksara" in 
the Mund. Up., which naturally gives rise to a question whether 
the Aksara spoken of here in Mund. as "Adr$ya is the same 
as the Antaryami of the previous adhi. or not. 


The latter possiblity gives rise to three different Pürvapaksas 
in favor of Jada-prakrti, Cetana Prakrti and Hiranyagarbha, 
according to M's interpretation, where the terms of reference 
in which the Aksara is spoken of as the source of beings (bhutayoni) 
on the analogy of the growth of vegetation from the Earth, or 
the spider's web woven out of its own saliva. These Purapaksas 
and the Siddhanta have been given in detail in the 
Bhasya and its commentaries. The Acarya's AV of which the 
NS is the commentary is mainly a problem oriented metrical 
treatise on the Philosophy of Badarayana, a companion Volume 
to his Sutrabhasya. As the Acarya had already dealt with the 
adhikarana Sariras in the strict traditional method, prescribed 
ya, he concentrates attention here mostly on the broad 


fora Bhas 
basic problems of Logic, epistemology and metaphysics underlying 
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Badarayana's Vedantic Theism, as he understands it and the 
way in which these standing problems of philosophy have been 
dealt with in the Sutras. This explains his passing over Many 
sutras and adhikaranas at a stretch without comment in his Ay. 
This special feature of the AV has been brought out by Narayana 
Pandita in his biography of the Acarya according to which the 
Acarya wrote his AV at the request of his erstwhile adversary 
who was formerly a great Advaita Scholar who met the 
Acarya in the latter half of his life and engaged him in a protracted 
debate lasting for fifteen days and being worsted and now fully 
convinced of the philosophical satisfyingness of the Acarya's 
Siddhanta became his disciple : 


Granthebhya ebhya agadhebhyo yuktayo no duruddharah 

Manomandyat tato grantham Vyaktatarkatatim kuru 

Ityarthito Vyadhàn Madhvah so’ nuvyakhyam satam sudhàm 
(M. Vij. XV, 81-82) 


The NS following the lead of the Acarya concentrates 
predominantly on the broad issues of Logic, epistemology and 
metaphysics pertaining to the four Adhyayas of the B.S. as 
interpreted by the Acarya and discusses them with a wealth 
of details, often with incisive reviews of how these issues have 
been dealt with by earlier schools of Indian philosophy and by 
the earlier commentators on the sutras to suit their own 
Siddhanta. Often the NS enters into brief reviews of how the 
purpose and purport of the important adhikaranas of the 
Sutras have been understood by earlier commentators, especially 


Sankara and occasionally by Bháskara. Ramanuja and 
Vrttikara. 


Introducing the subject matter of the present Adrsyatvadhi 
according to M., the NS observes that it may be recalled that 
it has been already established in the Anandamayadhikarana 
that there are no internal distinctions of Substance and attributes 
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in B's personality or among its Various manifestations in the 
Cosmic sphere and its planes such as Annamaya, Pranamaya, 
Anandamaya in the microcosm. 


The question raised in the Adréyatvàdhi. according to the 
Acarya is whether the principle of absence of internal distinctions 
between B and its essential attributes can be applied to such 
negative attributes a/so as adrsyatva, agrahyatva predicated of 
it in the Upanisads. The objection to it is that such an attempt 
would reduce Brahman to a negation : Adrsyatvadinam 
Brahmadharmanam Brahmana abhedo na yujyate Tesam 
abhavatvat, Brahmano bhavatvat, Bhavabhavyor aikyasya 
viruddhatvat iti (NS. pp166-167) 


This difficulty is solved in the present adhi. by showing that 
the negative attributes also have to be integrated with B. without 
in any way breaking its unity of being. This is possible because 
the way in which these negative attributes have been predicated 
of B shows that they must be similiarly integrated with B. as 
in the case of the positive attributes of reality. consciousness 
and bliss (satyam jnanam ananda) Vijnanam anandam brahma. 
This is rendered possible, according to the Acarya, because 
adráyatva and other attributes predicated of B., side by side 
with its positive attributes such as nityam, Vibhum sarvagatam, 
susüksmam, avyayam (Mund i, 16) makes it clear that the negations 
contemplated here fall under the scope of reciprocal negations 


and not anterior, subsequent or absolute negations. 


As Tattva (prameya) or knowables have their classification 
into two as Bhava and Abhava, in M's philosophy, their reciprocal 
negations with reference to a subject (dharmi) of predication 
has naturally to be conceived as forming part of each other's 
nature. Just as in the sentence Devadatta has a stick in his 
hand (Dandi Devadattah)., the stick is his attribute (visesanam) 
even so adrsyatva which is the same as drsyatva-abhava (absence 


of perceivability) will have to be recognised as existing in B. 
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as part of its nature (dharmisvarüpa). There is nothing illogical 
about it. The positive and the negative attributes of B are two 
sides of the same coin as the Sruti Yat tad adre$yam and 
Drsyatetvagraya buddhya süksmaya süksmadarsibhih predicated 
of B show. They have to be accommodated in B. without any 
hitch. Anyonyabhava stands on a different footing from other 
types of Abhava. 


There is nothing wrong in looking upon all such attributes 
of B. or for that matter all such intrinsic attributes of other things 
which last as long as the Substances themselves last 
(yavad-dravya-bhavi), irrespective of their being positive or negative 
in relation to their correlates, as part of the essence of the 
dharmi of which they are predicated. This answers the 
adhikasanka against the ascription of negative attributes to 
Brahman. Any difficulties raised against doing so must be tackled 
smoothly. It devolves great responsibility on students of Upanisadic 
philosophy to find the proper way to keep both the types of 
predication about Brahman intact. 


According to Madhva, the difficulty is solved here in the present 
adhi., taking it up in all seriousness by showing that all negative 
attributes have also to be integrated with B. like the affirmative 
ones such as Satyam jnanam ananda without in any way 
undermining or breaking up B's unity of essence and being. 
This is possible because the negations contemplated here are 
reciprocal which partake of the essence of the subject. Such 
anyonyabhava is the meaning of difference, where one thing 
is differentiated from another, as in "the pot is not the cloth" 
(ghatah pato na). Tho' the existential unity of the subject (dharmi) 
and its difference from another (be it another substance or à 
quality) is not taken away or broken up by the admission of 
the nagative element into its conception, when and where it 
is so placed or described in relation to another entity or attribute. 
This seemingly difficult task is achieved in Dvaita philosophy 
by the substance orthe subject itself by its own internal dynamics; 
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reconciling the opposites in an amicable way, accomodating 
the unity and diversity in an integrated mould of Savisesabheda, 
— the 'Viéesas' being no more than the internal dynamics of 
the thing-in-itself, self-linking in their capacity, without depending 
on another "Visesa - for its operation. This concept of Vi$esas 
is thus a unique and distinctive contribution of Acàrya Madhva 
to Ontology in Indian philosophy as a whole. It is this concept 
to which the ancient Jewish philosophers from Saadiya and Bahya 
onwards have been groping in the dark in their efforts to explain 
"how to speak of the essential nature of God without impairing 
His simplicity". Modern scholorship in Indian philosophy is yet 
to come to grips with this problem or give the credit of providing 
the key to its solution and giving it a name and a habitat as 
a Sarvatantrasiddhànta, to Madhva. 


Apart from the logic ofSrauta-Arthapatti, Acarya Madhva derives 
the concept of Vi$esas from the ancient Pancaratra doctrine 
of the four Vyühas of B., their mutual identity of essence with 
one another and the identity of their attributes as well, — a 
view attributed to the Pàncarátrikas by Samkara himself in his 
Sütrabhasya, quoting the Pancaratra Sruti and refuting the doctrine 
of the Pancaratrikas as "illogical" (See my BSPC, Vol. I! pp 
114-115). Notwithstanding S's refusal to subscribe to the 
Pancaratra position on the relation of identity between B and 
its various manifestations and their attributes, as disclosed by 
these evidences, for his own reasons, it must be accepted that 
this doctrine, is an ancient one of Theism resting on the concept 
of Vigesas and has its own authentic credentials, which have 
been brought to light in their full form and cantours by 
Acàrya Madhva, — much more openlythan by R and his forbears 
and followers. 

The NS takes us thro' a process of reasoning to show that 
'adr$yatva and other negative attributes have, in the last analysis, 
to be understood in the sense of being present in B. and qualify 
it in terms of a reciprocal negation which by definiton is the 
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same as the Svarüpa of the given subject (dharmi) to Which 
it stands related and connected as in "the pot is not the 
cloth" : 


Bhavabhavasvarupatvat nanyonyabhavata prthak (T. S.) 


When we say "this animal is other than a horse" (anasvah) in 
Sanskrit, it sinply means "aévad anyah" ana$vah". It does not 
abolish the existence of the non-horse. In the same way, the 
Statement Brahman is a-drsya cannot mean that the other 
perceivables (dr$yas) have no existence in reality. Reciprocal 
non-existence is quite different from prior non existence 
(pragabhava), subsequent nonexistence (dhvamsabhava) and total 
non-existence (atyantabhava). It cannot be subsumed in any 
other abhava and has necessarily to be taken to be identical 
in its relation to its correlate, as part of its Svarupa, in thought. 


The supposed inherent opposition between drsyatva and 
adr$yatva as applied to B cannot possibly be taken to deny 
the possibility of their coexistence in B, — as the Sruti declares 
them in spite of B being imperceptible to the naked physcial 
eye, it is perceived by the razor-sharp intellect of the 
initiated : Dr$yate tvagraya buddhya suksmaya Süksmadar$ibhih. 
(Katha ii, 3, 9) Tad vijnanena paripasyanti dhirah (ii, 2. 3) Yam 
pasyanti rsayah ksinadosah (iii, 1, 5)Tamatmastham ye anupasyanti 
dhirah (Katha ii, 5, 13) Tasmin drste paravare (Mund. ii, 2, 8). 


The opposition between Dr$yatva and adrsyatva of B. cannot 
be of the order of opposition or incompatibility as between an 
affirmative and a negative (bhavabhavalaksanavirodha) or between 
a killer and killed (vadhyaghatuka) or impossibility of co-existence 
(sahanavasthana). For, we see from the predication Yat tad 
adresyam brahma' where Brahman is put in apposition with 
adr$yatva, that its adr$yatva coexists in B. There is thus no 
opposition here of the type of Bhavabhavalaksanavirodha. The 
other type of killer and killed requires the coexistence of the 
two at some time or place, tho’ not always.. But in the present 
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case, B, is eternal and its perceivability by the initiate and 
impercievabiliyt by others thro their physical eye is equally 
present in B. always. So much so that there can be no 
Vadhyaghatukabhava relation between them. Therefore, it comes 
to this that the only possible way of explaining both predications 
in B must be in terms of a reciprocal negation only, in which 
the affirmation and the negation come together, conceived as 
attributive to either of the correlates. They are only different 
ways of putting the same idea, not only in common parlance, 
but in the very wording of the B. S. Adrsyatvadi-gunakah 
(i. 2, 21) which expressly speaks of unperceivedness (adr$yatva) 
as an attribute of B (guna) in terms of a Bahuvrihi compound 
meaning adrsyatvadayah Gunah yasya which affirms the actual 
presence of adr$yatva in B. as the content of the meaning of 
compound. 


When the Sttrakara is himself preparedto use the term 'guna" 
(attribute) to a negative concept like adrsyatva, it should go 
without saying that he will be the last person to deny the existence 
of positive attributes like reality, absolute knowledge and bliss 
to his Brahman, — which are sought to be removed from B. 
in the Akhandarthvada of the Advaita school. This wording of 
the Slitra which purports to discuss the meaning of the Adrsyatva- 
Sruti shows beyond doubt that the Sütrakára is not prepared 
to join hands with Sankara that Brahman is Nirvi$esa, as 


Acarya Madhva rightly points out : 


Adrgyatvadayo yasya Guna hi Prabhunoditah 
Yadi syuh tadrsa dharmah Sarvajnatvadayo na kim? 


The correct attitude to the predication of negative attributes 
like adrgyatva of Brahman in the Sruti should also take note 
of other statements in Srutis such as Evam dharman prthak 
pasyan taneva anuvidhavati (Katha ii, 4, 14) which threaten one 
who makes or sees the slightest difference between B. and its 
attributes, be they affirmative or negative, with damnation. Thus, 
the two attributes of dréyatva and adrsyatva predicated of B. 
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in all good faith by the Srutis must be treated on the same 
par, in a balanced way with the respect due to both the lypes 
of Srutis and the finding of the SUtrakara. 


It is Acárya Madhva who has shown the way of doing justice 
to both the aspects of Brahman borne in on us with the help 
of the concept of Svarüpavi$esas of B. in rationalising the dharma- 
dharmibhava (subject predicate relation) in terms of reciprocal 
negation falling within the scope of Svarüpa of the subject of 
the proposition, without any risk of such a relation breaking 
the integral unity of B. This unity of B. is not an opaque bare 
. barren one but a colourful identity and unity of resplendent hues, 
i coalescing in B. by the self-linking capacity of Svarūpavisesas 
forming a Savi$e$a — abheda, instead of a Nirviśeśa - Abheda. 


Arguing the point closely, the N.S. observes that one may 
still raise a question whether the presence of these negative 
attributes proposed to be accepted for B. are to be regarded 
as "different" from B. or non-different from it. In the former case, 
these reciprocal relation to B., would itself create another difference 
in B. — which has been ruled out by hypothesis, by declaring 
the anyonyabhava to be "dharmisvarüpa" of B. not only, by the 
Siddhantin but by the Sruti : "Evam dharman prthak pasyan" 
on which he takes his stand. On the other hand, if this reciprocal 
negation is identical with Brahmasvarüpa, why should the 
Acárya not have left it there at that, instead of taking the trouble 


to formulate a relation of reciprocal negation between B and 
the attributes negated of B., at all? 


The Acarya answers — All such reciprocal negations between 
any two given things so related have to be conceived as forming 
part of the nature of the things so related and as such identical 
with their Svarüpa (intrinsic nature) of the things in themselves, 
so related, be they a subject and its attributes or different entities 
differentiated from one another as in Ghatah pato na (the pot 
is not the cloth), admitting at the same time of a distinction 
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of reference to be made in speaking about them. When it comes 
to B which is eternal, its adr$yatva by the uninitiated and its 
drsyatva by the initiated both fall within the scope of B's 
Svarüpa and do not stand outside it. The reciprocal negation 
between drsyatva in its gross sense and B cannot be subsumed 
in any of the the three kinds of abhava, commonly recognised, 
namely anterior, posterior or absolute, for obvious reasons. What 
remains is tadatmyabhava which is the same as difference. lf 
this anyonyabhava is differentiated from B., that again would 
create a fresh difference in B and that another to relate it to 
B and so on ad infinitum. As there is absolutely no internal 
distinction in B. according to Sruti, the anyonyabhava presented 
in regard to adrsyatva has to be merged in Brahma Svarupa 
and the distinction of reference to them is to be ascribed to 
the operation of Svarupavisesas of B. 


There is no valid reason to question anyonyabhava being 
treated as identical with the Svarupa of its given thing as contra 
- distinguished from another given thing. 


The NS asks : Why should it be treated as different from 
the Svarüpa of the thing-in-itself? Is it because of their mutual 
opposition; or because there is no evidence of their non-difference. 
What is the basis of the assumption of this opposition to each 
other? Is it due to the use of the Negative in referring to it 
as reciprocal negation and not using the negative while referring 
to the subject (from which it is distinguished) per se? That cannot 
be, for after all the fact of a piece of cloth not being the same 
as a pot or the cloth being other than the pot (ghatah 
pato na, ghatah patád anyah) convey the same point. In common 
parlance also, the absence of a defect is often spoken of as 
a plus point. Non-cruelty is deemed to be virtue. Absence of 


ill-health an asset : 


Atadbhavo anyata ceti na vigesosti ka$cana 
Dosabhavo Guna iti pramito laukikesvapi (AV) 
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This is true of Sastric usage also. For the Sütrakàra himself 
has given his approval to it when he has chosen to describe 
absence of dr$yatva in B. as a guna, as already pointed out. 


The NS disposes of another objection against the subsumption 
of reciprocal negation in the Svarüpa of the subject 
(dharmisvarüpa). The main objection against doing so is said 
to be that unlike anyonyabhava, the nature or essence of the 
thing-in-itself (dharmisvarupa) is self-revealed and immediate 
in Madhva's philosophy, Anyonyabhava has to be made out thro 
the medium of a reference to correlates. If anyonyabhava is 
absolutely identical with the Svarüpa (nature) of the thing in 
itself, there would be no point in using two different words at 
the same time in speaking about it viz. "Adr$yam Tat 
Adr$yatvabhavah Brahmasvarüpam. It would also be difficult to 
explain how and when B is perceived, its attribute of 
adrsyatva or drsyatvabhava is not perceived sometimes : 
Anyonyabhavasya bhàvasvarüpatve dharmadharmibhavah, 
tacchabdanam, sahaprayogah, kadacid drstepi vastuni, tad- 
adarsanam ityadikam na syat. (NS. p. 167). 


The NS answers : that the objections are misplaced. because 
in Dvaita philosophy the identity envisaged between B and its 
intrinsic attributes is not what may be called a nirvigesabheda 
— a bare blank colorless identity, without content, a 

'sanmátram'.The intrinsic attributes of B such as reality knowledge 
and bliss are no doubt non-different from B. But their intrinsic 
inseparable relation is of the nature of a Savi$esaabheda — 
the Vi$esas blending the two, while at the same time allowing 
a distinction of reference to be made when necessary, to speak 
of them as substance and attributes, without making a distinction 
of essence of being. This miracle is performed by the Viśeşas 
which are not alien to or different from either of them — being 
| the expression of the internal dynamics of the Substance itself, 
arrived at thro simple process of Srauta Arthapatti-pramana. 
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The subject - attribute relationship (dharmadharmibhava) 
between B. and adrsyatva has to be accepted in deference to 
the same Scripture as tells us about B's other attributes of reality 
and bliss. So far as this predicated relation of 
dharmadharmibhava is concerned, there is no difference between 
the presence of the attributes in B. or the absence of some 
others predicated of B. It is for us to find the best way of 
accommodating both the predications in B. without prejudice 
to the other Scriptuaral truth thatthere are no internal distinctions 
in B. : Ekadhaiva anudrastavyam neha nanasti kincana. Evam 
dharman prthak pasyan...". The only way of doing so is to recognise 
Savi$esabheda as between B and its attributers, affirmative or 
negative. The NS makes the point crystal clear :Attrtvàdi nam 
adrsyatvadinam Brahmanah svarüpatvam tavat Srutyadisiddham, 
Asti ca dharmadhrmivyavaharopi prasiddhah. Naca 
anyatarasyapi badha upapanna. Tatah tadanyathanupapattya 
Savigesabheda angikaryah. Visesasya ca abhinnepi 
bhedavyavaharanirvahakatvam svarupagrahakapramanenaiva 
siddham iti (NS. p. 170 b). 


Itis established by Sruti that attributes like attrtva and adrsyatva 
are part of B's nature and that there is a real relationship of 
subject and attributes between them and well established usages 
involving such relation. Neither of these facts can be gainsaid 
or invalidated. As the intimate relation and usage cannot be 
otherwise explained, a relation of Savisesabheda (non-difference 
admitting of an inharent power to permit a distinction of reference 
between them in describing the relation as and when necessary 
has to be recognised. Such a capacity to rationalise the relation 
of dharmadharmibhava in an integrated whole is possessed by 
these "Vi$esas". This is established by the very same proof 
which establishes the subject predicate relation between B and 
these attributes (svarupagrahakapramana) which is self-sufficient 
and self-explanatory. : Bhavabhavasvarupa attrtvadayo 
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adr$yatvàádaya$ca yadyapi Brahmano abhinna eva, tathapi 
dharmadharmyadivyavaharasiddhaye dharmimo visesa eva atisaya 
eva sangrahyah (NS. p. 170 b). 


SAMAVAYA IS NO SUBSTITUTE FOR VISESA 


Even the internal relation of Samavaya of the Nyaya-vaisesikas 
has to fall back upon the ViSesas in the end, to make this 
Samavaya a self linking relation, as will be shown presently. 
The Nyaya-Visesika needs both Samavaya and its self-linking 
capacity to explain matters, whereas the acceptance of 
Savisesabheda will enable it to dispense with Samavaya altogether 
and explain dharmadharmibhava between Guni and Gunas without 
the acceptance of Samavaya, as a separate Padartha. 


One more point of objection to the acceptance of 
anyonyabhava as participating in the essence of the substance 
is considered by the NS.. The concept of difference falls into 
three types of Prthaktva (separateness), anyonyabhava (reciprocal 
negation) and Svarüpabheda. All these three kinds of Differece 
is possible in respect of Substances (Dravya). Only the last 
two are possible in the case of Guna and Kriyà except 
Samavaya according to Nyaya-Vaisesikaa philosophy. Thus — 
Anyonyabhavas is a type of Difference and even tho' Difference 
as such may have to be accepted as vastusvarupa in that it 
-has to be made out only thro’ its correlates, which is not the 
case with Svarüpabheda of a thing pure and simple, according 
to Dvaita philosophy. And it cannot be equated with Prthaktva 
either. For, Prthaktva (separateness) is made out only with its 
appropriate use of the ablative case (Ghatah patat prthak) while 
Anyonyabhava takes the form Ghatah pato na. The NS. rejects 
this on the ground that grammar does not forbid the use of 
the ablative in a case like Ghatad anyah patah, which is really 
a case of anyonyabhava. The barrier between Prthaktva and 
Anyonyabhava is thus of no consequence. The contention that 
their difference lies in Prthaktva being made out with the help 
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of a starting point of contrast expressed by the ablative while 
anyonyabhava is made out with reference to its corelates is 
open to an interdependence in argument, as their diffenece is 
still under dispute. 


The contention that the ablative is to be used only when 
the word "prthak" is actually used in a sentence is contradicted 
by usages to the contrary as in Bhinno ghatah patat, which 
is a case of reciprocal negation. Or take the compound 'an- 
asvah' (non-horse). What is the meaning of the negative particle 
here? Is it reciprocal negation or severality (prthaktva)? If it 
is the latter, how to account for the discrepancy between the 
use of the ablative in the Vigrahavakya of the compound and 
its absence in the compound form? If the meaning of the negative 
paricle in Na-asvah is only reciprocal negation, the sense of 
prthaktva world stand automatically ruled out. 


Drawing attention to the fact that in Madhva's philosophy 
"Prameya" (knowable) consists of both positive and negative 
Tattvas, the NS. observes that just as in ihe statement Dandi 
Devadattah Devadatta has a stick in his hand), the stick qualifies 
Devadatta, even so the absence of gotra, varna, etc. posited 
of B do qualify it. This applies to adrsyatva and other negative 
attributes posited of it. This is not against the teaching of the 
Sruti. What is meant is that as in respect of having a stick 
(danditva), the absence of gotra and varna and dr$yatva spoken 
of in the Sruti as attributes of B. do qualify it. This cannot warrant 
the assumption that both ananda and absence of ananda may 
have to be accepted as Brahmasvarüpa. That cannot be; for 
the Sruti only predicates that Ananda (bliss) is the attribute and 
essence of B. It does not say anywhere that absence of ananda 
is also an attribute of B. As reciprocal negation is found to 
be part of the nature of other entities also, it has to be accepted 
to be so in the case of B. also, in respect of adr$yatva and 
such others actually predicated of it. 
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Before concluding the exposition of the Adrsyatvadhi, the 
Acarya and the NS take a close look at the Various other ways 
in which other schools of Indian philosophy have tried to tackle 
the interesting problem of Substance and attributes relation 
(dharmadharmibhava) between the Supreme B and its 
metaphyscical attributes of reality, knowledge and bliss, as well 
as negative ones like inaccesibility to the physical senses : 
adr$yam agrahyam a$abdam avarnam agotram etc as described 
in the Upanisads. This review of attempted solution of this problem 
by other schools is made from the point of view of the concept 
of Savisesabheda, which, according to Dvaita philosophy, provides 
the most satisfactory solution. 


CRITIQUE OF SUBSTANCE - ATTRIBUTE RELATION 
IN OTHER SCHOOLS 


First come the Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers who are commited 
to an absolute difference betwen a given substance and its qualities 
(attributes) - gunas and activity (kriyà). These philosophers make 
use of the relation of Samavaya (inherence) to explain the nexus 
between the subject and the attribute and explain the Srutis 
which speak of the identity of Brahman (Isvara) and its lordly 
attributes, as intended for purposes of meditation or simply to 
convey to us that such attributes of B. are not adventitious to 


it but be/ongto it really and permanently butare however different 
from his Svarüpa. 


The Bhedabheda school of Vedanta holds that the relation 
of substance and attibutes is of both difference and unity at 
the same time and explains that the statement in the Srutis 
which speak of their identity are merely intended to rule out 
absolutedifference between them and have no use forthe concept 
of Vi$esas to bridge the gulf. This school does not go beyond 


bheda and abheda, to Vigesa to find a masterkey to get over 
the conflict between bheda and abheda. 
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The Advaita school prefers to hold that B is an un-differenced 
identity of essence (akhanda) and dismisses the conventional 
ways of speaking about the various attributes of B in such Srutis 
as Satyam Jnanam anandam Brahma, making B the subject ot 
these attributes (dharmadharmibhava) as the outcome of a 
superimposition of attributes on the attributeless one thro' Avidya 
(fontal ignorance). 


The Acarya shows in his AV how all these three different 
views fall short of a satisfactory solution and how they need 
the help of a concept such as Vigesas to get over the difficultes 
inherent in their respective stands. 


The weakness of the Nyayavai$esika position is that the relation 
of Samavaya on which they rely is defined as one everywhere 
Tattvam bhavena (Vaigesika Sutra). The question that would 
naturally arise is if this oneness itself is identical with 
Samavaya as such or is different from Samavaya itself. The 
oneness of Samavaya cannot be different from Samavaya 
ontologically because oneness is a Sankhya (number) and 
according to the Naiyayikas it can exist only in a dravya or 
a Guna and Samavaya is neither a dravya nor a guna. In the 
second case, how is our manner of speaking of them 
(Samavaya and its one-ness) together as two different things 
to be explained apart from the use of the genitive case in 
speaking of "the oneness of Samavaya (samavayasya ekatvam)? 
If such a reference is to be explained away as only a manner 
of speaking (by courtesy) - upacara, one may point out that 
so much effort need not be taken by the Nyaya Vai$esikas to 
establish the oneness of Samavaya, if they are not so serious 
about its oneness, throughout in all cases of its existence. Thus, 
there is no other Way to explain the relation of the oneness, 
of Samavaya (with Samavaya) except thro the agency or Vi$esas 
— the concept of vi$esas being by hypothesis of the nature 
of the thing - in - itself and self-linking (svanirvahaka) and its 
help is an absolute necessity for the Naiyayika to get over the 
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difficulties in upholding the oneness of Samavaya. Thus, there 
is no point in going as far as Samavaya and then Start supplementing 
it with the aid of ViSesas, as a last resort, instead of being 
advised to be satisfied with the concept of Visesas itself to tide 
over all the difficulties. 


However, if the Vai$esika should persist that the oneness 
of Samavaya (samavayasya ekatvam) whose correlate is 
Samavaya itself defined as Samavaya-pratiyogika-bheda- 
abhavah (a negation of difference whose counter positive would 
be Samavaya itself) and not a positive factor in addition to 
Samavaya itself, even then there would be the unavoidable 
necessity to court the help of Vi$esas, as there is no sense 
of the genitive case (of belonging to) between Samavaya and 
its oneness. As this oneness has no existence apart from 
Samavaya itself if a working distinction between Samavaya and 
its oneness is accepted he will have to explain if that relation 
is again the same as Samavaya or different from it. The first 
alternative would be impossible, as one cannotthink of the existence 
of a relation (sambandha) apart from a relatum (sambandhi). 
In that case, the position that Samavaya is one only always, 
cannot be sustatined. If. this oneness of Samavaya is different 
from it, the position that Samavaya is always one would be 
nullified. If to get free from all these difficulties, one should 
call to aid the self-linking capacity (svanirvahakatva) of 
Samavaya. It would just be another name for "Vigesas", which 


by its very nature and function is a representative of 'difference", 


where and when necessary, in rationalising the 
dharmadharmibhava within an integral whole of aspects, — 4 


principle ideally fit to meet all such emergencies and contingencies. 


It is also difficult to maintain that Samavaya is inherent in 
all substances unifying their parts. The question is sure to arise 
how it can bring about the coherent relation between the parts 
and the whole as an integrated unity without the help of another 
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Samaváya to do so. If it is to be credited with such self-linking 
capacity, it would be the same as courting the help of 
Svarupaviéesas in the end. 


Moreover, as Samavaya is strictly one and of a unitary nature 
throughout, how can it combine the parts of a given substance 
in which it inheres and regulate the mutual relation of the parts 
(avayavas) to the whole (the Avayavi) as the adhara (container) 
and the àdheya (contained) into an integral whole? If the parts 
and the whole of the substance are so constituted as adhara 
and adheya by virtue of their special nature (svabhavavisesa), 
it would be a good case for doing away with Samavaya forthwith. 


If all that is required of Samavaya is to be suffused by its 
mysterious power in accomplishing these things, it will be just 
another name for Vi$esas and one should straightway opt for 
it, instead of going thro’ a cumbersome and circuitous process, 
only to land ultimately in "Vi$esas" — a case of what may 
be called Ghattakutyam Prabhatam. 


The BhedabhedaVadahas also, of necessity, to resort toVisesas 
to avoid the coexistence of mutually contradictories like bheda 
and abheda in the same locus, which cannot be explained except 
with the help of Vi$esas. There is bound to be a regression, 
if one should accept the same relation of difference - cum identity 
between bheda and abheda mutually and with the substance 
as a whole. If the difficulty is to be overcome by appealing 
to the self-linking capacity of Bhedabheda, the same can be 
done at the very outset by the acceptance of Visesas. If the 
help of Viéesas is to be requisitioned to bring about such blend, 
it can as well be done to replace the cumbersome relation of 
Bhedabheda between Substance and attributes to retionalise 


their Dharmadharmibhava. 
The Akhanda-Brahmavadin too is obliged to go in for Vi$esas 


to prevent the synonymity of the attributes applied to Brahman, 
which can be extended to negative attributes also such as absence 
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of perceivability predicated in the Sruti (Yat tad adresyam). The 
Monist may argue that there is no fear of Satyam jnanam ananda 
ascribed to B. becoming synonymous in their connotation as 
applied to B. in so far as these attributes have a different meaning 
from what is generally understood by them. For, according to 
the Akhandarthavadin they are to be understood in their 
Laksanika sense of the exclusion of their opposites in B., referring 
to B. thro' such laksana only. This application of Laksana 
incapacitates these attributes of Satyam jnanam from endowing 
B. with many distinctive positive attributes which shatter its absolute 
unity of essence. 


But this roundabout way of escaping from the necessity to 
recognise the actual existence of reality, consciousness and bliss 
in B thro exclusion of their opposites by Laksana cannot carry 
the monist very far. Exclusions may tell us what Brahman is 
not, but not what it is, which is what the seeker of B. needs 
to know and wants to know from Scripture. Moreover, so long 
as the Monist holds doggedly to a concept of B as absolutely 
Nirvi$esa, a blank bare being, any number of exclusions of the 
opposite meanings will not make any appreciable change in our 
existing ignorance about Brahman and enable us to get closer 
to B. The more the number of exclusions, by which Brahman 
is blockaded, the farther and farther away from Brahman we 
shall be moving, in our quest of Brahman! 


ToReR 
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Chapter-7 
VAISVANARADHIKARANAM 
(i, 2, 24-32 


This adhi. establishes the Samanvaya of Anyatrapraiddha 
category of Nàmapadas like Vaisvanara which facilitates the 
Samanvaya of a large number of marks of import 
(bahulingasamanvaya) such as being the digester of all food, 
(pàcakatva), being the seat of Homa (homadhikaranam) being 
the heart of Gàrhapatya fire, the mind of ahavaniya as well 
as others of being Sarvagata and beyond measure 
(abhivimana). 


The Tattvapradipa eulogises this adhi. as the crowning adhi. 
of this Pada (adhikaranaraja), summing up of all Nama and 
Lingatmakasabdas of the first two Padas of the Anyatraprasiddha 
category and marks of import, including many more to be 
understand by extension (upalaksana) and thus paves the way, 
in the next Pada for similar Samanvaya of Ubhayatraprasiddha 
terms for similar Samanvaya of Ubhayatraprasiddha terms in 
Pada Ill, to finally establish the Gunodi rnatva of B and exposing 
the hollowness of the conception of B's beingdevoidof all attributes. 
Vadiraja in his TPG emphasises how this Lingatmakasamanvaya 
is meant to include the Samavaya of all other names and Marks 
of import of several other deities celebrated in the Süktas addressed 
to Prthvi, Vayu and others, which have not been discussed in 


separate adhikaranas in the Sütras, so far. 


The TC of Vyasatirtha makes the point that it is only'in this 
adhithatthe Sutrakara reiterates the principle of direct Samanvaya 
of all. such Scriptural names and marks of import of all other 
deities and principles in their highest primary sense directly 
(saksat) in Sutra i, 2; 28 which embodies a convincing answer 
to what may be regarded as a formidable objection to it on 
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the ground that an exclusive Samanvaya of the entire body of 
Scripture in B. undermines the entire Karmakanda and the sacrificial 
system based on the principle of give and take in the realm 
of well-ordered socio-religious obligations of society, enjoined 
in them. It will be seen that this question has been taken up 
and fully answered in Sütras i, 2, 28-32 onwards as to how 
the Samanvaya of entire Scripture in B. in the highest primary 
sense will not and does not disturb or upset the foundations 
of the social and religious ways and routine recognised by the 
Scriptures themselves and the places and importance of the 
various deities in the Cosmic set up and the parts to be played 
by them in the government of the Cosmos under the aegis of 
the Supreme B, It is in this perspective that the different views 
of the disciples of the Sutrakara such as Jaimini, A$marathya, 
Badari and others' bearing on how the Supreme B. responds 
to these approches and is reached in different ways by different 
orders of Adhikarins by way of Upasana is made known. This 
makes it clear that the Sutras 28-32 are not a digression from 
the main topic of Samanvaya and that they are an integral part 


of the Grammar of Samanvaya from the point of view of the 
Upasakas themseves. 


Sankara explains under Sutra 28 - that the term Agni can 
be attuned to B in its etymological sense of Agranitva which 
indirectly endorses the position of Madhva in establishing 
Samanvaya thro Vidvadrüdhi and Mahayoga in principle. S's 
explanation of Sutra 29 has already been anticipated and answered 
in i,2,7. The questions raised by S and R in connection with 
Sūtra 29-32 are not theoratically connected with the principle 
of Samanvaya proper and its repercussions, while the explanation 
of Sutra 29-32 given by M, keeps close to it by showing how 
the subject of Samanvaya is shown to be consistent with the 


Views of ASmarathya and others as an expression of Badarayana's 
own in partial aspects. 
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Vyasatirtha refers to two earlier explanations of propriety of 
discussing the Samanvaya of Nàmapadas such as Vai$vanara 
in Pada Il which is allotted to Lingatmakasabdas. He rejects 
thembothas round about explanations based on the misconception 
that the term Sadharana-Sabda used in the Sütra favors the 
assumption that Vai$váànara as a synonym of Agni. So, both 
Agni and B. have been accepted as equally Ubhayatraprasiddha 
to explain the anamoly of discussing it in Pada Il reserved for 
Anyatraprasiddha names and things only. He draws attention 
to the fact that according to Jayatirtha the word Vaisvanara is 
prima facie Anyatraprasiddha and not Ubhayatraprasiddha as 
misconceived in these earlier explanations by trying to find a 
justification for its inclusion in a Lingapada of a Namatmaka 
Anyatraprasiddha in the present set up of this adhi in Pada 
lI. 


According to the first explanation (refuted by Vyāsatirtha) 
Vaiśvānara is acknowledgedly an Uphyatraprasiddhasabda 
applicable both to B. and the fire god Agni, as it appears from 
the wording of the Sutra. "Sadharanasabda", in referring to 
Vaiávànara (along with Brahman). However, notwithstanding its 
being a Nàmapada as its Samanvaya carries with it the Samanvaya 
of a large number marks of import (bahulimgasamanvaya), as 
well, at one stroke, precedence has been given to its inclusion 
in a Lingapada. However as it is primarily a Namapada (of the 
Upbhayatraprasiddha group according to the protagonsists of 
this view) it should find a place only in a Lingapada. But as 
there is no separate Lingapada for names coming under the 
group of Ubhayatraprasiddha Sabdas (as there is in the case 
of Anyatraprasiddha) it has been deemed fit to discuss it in 
a Lingapada alloted to Anyatraprasiddha group itself on the principle 
of first come first served, as a matter of expediency, overlooking 
the anamoly (Prathamatikrame karanabhavacca). 
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The second explanation (rejected by Vyasatirtha) is that from 
the point of view of giving priority to Lingatmaka$abda Samanvayas, 
the term Vaisvanara in spite of its being a Namapada has been 
discussed in the Lingapada as it serves to establish simultaneously 
the Samanvaya of a large number of marks of import 
(bahulingasamanvaya) along with it. But, as a Namapada of the 
Ubhayatrapradiddhs group its proper place would be in pada 
Ill. However, in fairness to the claims of both Nama and Linga, 
it has been placed in the /ast adhikarna of Pada Il and before 
entering on Pada lll as a via media, in deference to both the 
Padas || and IIl : Ubhayanugrahartham padadvayamadhye nivesah. 


Vyasatirtha points out that both these ways of explanation 
are against the clear statement of Jayatirtha that the name 
Vai$vanara is only an Anyatraprasiddha$abda (for purpose of 
Pürvapaksa) from the point of view of its worldly usage. He 
explains that the expression "Sadharanasabda" used in the 
Sütra while referring to Agni and B is not intended to concede 
or convey that it is equally applicable primarily to both Agni 
and B 'at the pürvapaksa level. The real meaning and intention 
of the use of phrase "Sadharanagabda" in the Sūtra is that 
Vaisvanara being placed in apposition with Agni is to indicate 
that the Anyatraprasiddhi of the word Vaisvanara in the world 
and the mark of import in favor of Brahman are to be regarded 
as of equal strength (tulyabala) at the Pürvapaksa level and 
not because the term Vai$vanara in the world and the mark 
of import in favor of Brahman are to be regarded as of equal 
strength (tulyabala) at the Pürvapaksa level. This is brought 
out by the way in which the Sütra has put in the additional 
term "Vi$esa" after "Sadhàrana$abda", making it clear that 
tulyabalata between them in the sense of both being 
Niravakas$a is disproved by the way in which the term 
Vai$vanara itself has been put in apposition with the word 
"atma" which denotes only Brahman and cannot be applied to 
the fire god, which would be sufficient ground to reject the 
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Pürvapaksa claim of Tulyabalata between the claims of Agni and 
Brahman. This point is amplified by the term 
'Viáesat' in the Sutra so clearly explained by the Acarya in his 
Bhásya : Agnavisnos sadharanasya VaisSvanarasabdasya 
Visnaveva prasiddha-Atmasabdena ViSesanat Vai$vànaro Visnur 
eva (B.S.B. i. 2. 24), This has been further elucidated by the 
Bhasyadipika, which brings out the significance of the term 
"Visesanát very explicitly : Sadharanasyapi Vaisvanarasabdasya 
Visnvaikanisthatvasya srutyadisiddhena atmanam Vaisvanaram 
ii àtma$abdena visesanat" (BD. i. 2. 34). 


The reader is referred to the detailed discussion of each 
of the Sütras according to Madhva's Bhasya and the review of 
the interpretations of the same Sütras in those of S and R in 
the TC summarised in my BSPC Vol. I, as the AV and the NS 
do not go into those details. The NS however, covertly adverts 
to the question of the propriety of including this adhi. in the 
Lingapada, whileVaisvanara is a Namapada and as such it should 
have been discusseed in Pada | according to Madhva's scheme 
of Pádas. Raising this issue, the NS writes : This adhi. cannot 
be brought within the scope of Pada ll as it deals with 
lingatmakasabdas, while "Vai$vànara" happens to be Namapada. 
But then it could not be discussed in Pada | either, as its Samanvaya 
covers a large number of marks of import associated with the 
name. of Vaisvanara in the Visayavakya. Neither can the subject 
matter of the adhikarana be shifted to Pada Ill, which is ear- 
marked for Ubhayatraprasiddhasabdas only, both Nama and 
Lingatmaka. Nor can the discussion be dispensed withaltogether, 
as that would make the promised Samanvaya of this class of 


terms truncated. 


The NS solves this ticklish problem by pointing out that this 
adhi. is rightly placed at the end of the first two padas, reserved 
for Anyatraprasiddha Namalingatmakasabdas as a whole, as it 
establishes both the Samanvaya of the name Vaisvanara and 
its marks of import in favor of B. together. By its very nature, 
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it has to be accomodated partly in the first and partly in the 
second. As this is not feasible, it is best placed as jt is, at 
the conclusion of Pada Il reserved for Anyatraprasiddha group 
of names and Lingas. Incidentally the NS points out that the 
criterion of the highest primary sense of the names and lingas 
applies equally to both the Nama and Lingatmaka sabdas without 
exception. This applies to the subsequent Pada also : 


Bahulingasamayuktair bahubhi rüdhanàmabhih 
Prasiddhair anyagatvena vacyas saksad Janárdanah (AV) 
Padárthamupasamharati.Rüdhetyasyaiva vivaranam 
Prasiddhair 
anyagatvena iti. Anyathà Yaugikanamanam parityagah 
syat. 
Etacca Linganam api vi$esanam, saksad mukhyaya Vrttya. 
(NS. i, 2, adhi. 7) 


Bo 
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PADA Il 


Chapter-1 
DYUBHVADYADHIKARANAM 
(i.3, 1-7) 


This Pada deals with the Samanvaya of names and marks 
of import falling within the group of Ubhayatraprasiddha category. 
It may be felt that if these marks of import and the names conceived 
to be Ubhayatraprasiddha, it would naturally imply that they have 
been well established so already in respect of B. and there 
can be nothing left out, to be established in this Pada, so far 
as B, is concerned, which would make the present 
pada superfluous. The Acarya and the NS therefore clarify that 
ihe application of these names and marks to others than B. 
in their highest primary sense is denied here. It may then be 
asked that if so, these names and marks of import do not at 
all convey any reference to others than B. That is not what 
is meant. What is meant is that they primarily express and denote 
B and only secondarily the others. But this does not mean that 
elsewhere than in B. their names and marks of import operate 
only thro' Laksana. The difference in operation between 
conventionally established primary sense (mukhyartha) and of 
those by Parama-Mukhyavrtti based on Vidvad-rüdhi and 
Mahayoga. has already been explained. The position is this. In 
the first two Padas such names and marks of import are recognised 
and accepted from the point of view of worldly usage to have 
conno-denotative power to refer to others than B. The same 
words occurring in Srutis, when they are intended to be applicable 
only to others and not to B (and were established in the previous 
Padas) are now shown to refer only to the supreme B., both 
by the expressive power of the words and their ultimate intention 
of import (tatparya). In Pada Ill the names and marks of import 
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selected for Samanvaya, itis established that both by the expressive 
power of the words and their marks of import they refer only 
to B. both by highest denotation and import (tatparya) : 
Sakti-tatparyabhyam. Hence, there is a significant and valid 
distinction in the modus operandi of Samanvaya between 
Anyatraprasiddha and Ubhayatraprasiddha names and marks of 
import. 


As example of Lingatmaka terms attuned to B. in this 
Pada are more numerious than Nàmatmakasabdas, the Acarya 


has given precedance to the former in his enumeration of 
them : 


Tatranyatraprasiddhanam Linganamnam punar Harih 
Vi$esan mukhyato vrttim Svasminnevatra Vaktyajah 


The adhi. is based on Mund. Up. iii, 2, 5 which speaks of 
"the One in whom Heaven and Earth and the Sky are woven 
along with the mind and the vital airs — Know Him only as 
the Atman and cease all other talk." 


The Acarya introduces the doubt by way of an àksepasangati 
touching the mark of import of being the Subject matter of Paravidya 
taught in Mund. i, 1, 5. But in another part of the Mundoka 
this characteristic of being the subject of Paravidyà appears 
to be affirmed of some other being. If that other were different 
from B. the attributes of being the subject of Paravidyà already 


established as referring only to B. would have be transferred 
to it. 


The Pürvapaksa is that the Being which is the abode of heaven 
and Earth etc. is either the god Rudra or Chief Prana ( 
or Jivatman. There are texts favoring them, of Rudar i 
(x. 37-1) and Ghrtasükta (Khila 
7, 2) Akása (Prakrti) in Brh. Up. 
many births (Mund. ii 


Vayu) 
n TA. 
). Vayu or Prana (Brh. Up. iii, 
iii, 8, 4) and Jivatman as taking 
» 2). The claims of Jada-Prakrti and 
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Vayu have not been expressly mentioned by the Acarya in his 
Bhasya tho' Trivikrama Pandita in his TDP and Vyasatirtha in 
his TC introduce Prana in the Purvapaksa. 


According to M's bhasya, however, the term Anumanam in 
the Sütra (1, 3, 3) refers to Rudra and notto Prkrti as understood 
by S and R and others. According to R however, Prakrti is not 
directlly introduced in the Pürvapaksa, as its claims have been 
dismissed in the B. S. earlier (i, 1, 6) on the basis of its ineligibility 
to be denoted by the term "Atman". It is therefore to be understood 
to be mentioned in Sütra i, 3, 3 only by way of illustration and 
clubbed together with Pranabhrt to be given the first place and 
Prakrti (Anumanam) at the tail end, (as a mere Drstanta). 


Acarya Madhva however interprets the term Anumanam (as 
he reads it) to mean Rudra (and not Prakrti) meaning : 
Anumanatmaka Agamaparikalpita (Rudrakhyam). This refers to 
the way in which the Saiva Agama establishes the claims of 
Rudra to be the Supreme Being the author of the world as defined 
in B.S. i, 1, 2 on the basis of an extended inference tested 
on the basis of a general inference establishing the validity of 
the Sadhanas prescribed by Saiva Agamas for attainment of 
Moksa by accepting Rudra as B, taking their stand on the observed 
fulfilment of results by practising the rites relating to one's empirical 


life by actual experience : 


Saivadyagamasamprapta drstagena phalena tu 
Tadvakyopamaya anyacca (A. V. i, 1, 3) 


The bona fides and the authenticity of this way of establishing 
the Pramanya of the Saiva Aganas, as reported by the Acarya, 
is confirmed by the evidence of Srikumara's C. on Bhoja's 
Tattvaprakasa (quoted in my Catussutribhasya of Madhva, Notes 


p.1 1936). 
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Passing over the details of the Adhikaranasarira here, the 
NS offers an adequate grammatical justification for the use of 
the term Atacchabdat as the probans in the Sutra i, 1, 3. The 
point is that this term has been understood in the sense of 
"on account of the absence of any distinctive words applicable 
to Rudra" (such as Bhasmadhara, Ugra) in theVisayavakya quoted 
in his favor by the Pürvapaksa. There is a grammatical objection 
to such an interpretation of the compound in which the negative 
'a' (nan) is to be construed as syntactically connected with a 
Kriyapada (non-existence of a word denoting Rudra or others). 
This way of construing the negative is known as Prasajyapratisedha 
as distinguished from its other use as the first member of a 
compound in a privative sense (Paryudasa) as in Na ghatah 
a-ghatah. (non-pot) According to the rules of compound formation, 
there must be a compatibility in the form of an expectancy 
(akansa) between the two members of the compound known 
as Samarthya (fitness). While a direct syntactic relation between 
na taccabdah would be in order, as the meaning of 'atacchabda', 
the meaning sought to be conveyed by the Acarya is that there 
is absence of tacchabda (word denoting Rudra) it would involve 
violation of expectancy (akanksa). The NS meets this difficulty 
and legitimises the formation of the compound in the sense 
of Tacchabda-abhava as an irregular compound permitted inVedic 
usage which applies to the Sutra literature also : Chandovat 
Sitrani bhavanti as the Mahabhasya puts it. The NS also refers 
to other rulings of Grammar under which this case can be 
accommodated and finally says it should be treated as an 
Avayibhava compound which includes such cases, when the 
negative is syntactically connected with absense of existence 
of the thing in question. Examples of such Avyayibhava compounds 


iven su he m 
atengive ch as nir-maksikam, avivadam etc. Tho’ an 


avyayibhava compound as a rule must take an "am"ade$sa (suffix), 
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an exception has been made when it is used with an ablative 
case termination (Panini ii, 1, 6). Thus there is no grammatical 
difficulty whatsoever in accepting Madhva's interpretaion 
'Atacchabdát in the Sūtra Nanumanam atacchabdat in the sense 
in which he wants it to be understood. 


All the Pürvapaksas in regard to the adhi. and all the grounds 
of their rejection in the Siddhanta have been fully dealt with 
in the Acàrya 's Bhasya and J's TP and reinforced by Vyasatirtha 
in his TC together with a review of the interpretations of S and 
R. which have been summarised in my BSPC Vol. | 
pp. 206-211. 


The Acárya however makes a special point of it that the 
dismissal of the claims Jivatman to be the Dyubhvadyayatana 
on the ground of the word Atma applied to B in the 
Visayavakya being applicable solely and exclusively to B. 
(sva-Sabdat atmasabdat) according to the Sutrakara in its highest 
and fullest connodenotative capacity, as well as the other grounds 
of Muktopasrpyatva, and Bhedavyapadesa Prakarana and 
Sthityadana (SUtras 1.3, 5 - 7) leave no room for doubt that 
"Atman" used in the Upanisadic texts in all its higher contexts 
of cosmic creation control and liberation is entirely exclusive 
to the Supreme B. as its prerogative to which the Jivatman can 
stake no claim. This ruling and finding of Sütrakara is of far- 
reaching effect in its application, wihtout any exception throughout 
the Brahmasutras, especially so in rightly understanding the 
meaning of the sütra Atmeti tū upadisanti grahayanti ca 
(iv, 1. 3) in the closing Adhyaya. 

The Acarya rightly asks all serious students of the Sutra 
and Upanisadic philosophy to ponder over the obiviousimplication 


of this ruling of the Sūtra : (1. 3. 1) 
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Atmasabdam yato hetum krtva Jivam nyavarayat 
SvaSabdat Prànabhrccaiva nokta ityeva Vedarat 
Yadyatmagabdo Jivepi katham sa Vinivarayet ? 

(AV. iv, 1, 4) 


This question posed by the Acàrya is of greatest consequence 
in establishing complete consistency of thought and Ekavakyata 
of the philosophy of the Upanisads as explained by Badarayana 
in his Brahmamimamsa Sastra. It should also open our eyes 
to the thoroughgoing consistency, objectivity and scientific nature 
of the methodology adopted by M. in expounding the philosophy 
of the Upanisads, presented by Badarayana in his most 
comprehensive study and standardisation of the import of the 
entire range ofVedic andVedantic thought bequeathed to humanity. 


Boc 
———— — a‘ 0. 
1. For details and light on the use of the term Atman in its highest 

connodenotative primary sense in the Principal Upanisads see my 
Mahatatparya of Mahavakyas and other Advaita Srutis (1999). 


Published by the Purnaprajna Vidyapitha, Katriguppa Main Road, 
Bangalore - 28. 
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Chapter-2 
BHÜMADHIKARANAM 
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This adhi. is based on the Bhümavidya Prakarana of the 
Chàn. Up. (vii, 23,1) which establishes the Supreme B. as of 
the essence of unfinite bliss transcending the bliss of all other 
deities and the released souls a/ike. These two facts are established 
by the words of the Sütra Samprasada and adhyupade$a which 
embody two distinct reasons according to the Acárya's 
interpretation. This Vidya is imparted to Narada by 
Sanatkumara. The word Bhüman means the greatest and the 
highest and has been placed in apposition with 'sukham' (bliss 
of the highest order : Bhumaiva sukham nalpe sukham asti (Chan 
vii, 2, 3). The transcending greatness of Bhüman as B. is brought 
out in the Up. by presenting an ascending order and scale of 
greatness and bliss starting from the presiding deities of 
Nama terminating in Prana (Chan. Up. vii, 11, 5) in fifteen 
paragraphs. It should be clear that the terms Nama, Vak, 
Aga and Smara as placed in the ascending scale are used in 
the sense of the presiding deities according to 
Abhimanivyapadesgastu of B.S. Il. 1.6 and not in that of the 
Jadatattvas. Thus, Prana placed at the end of the series is to 
be taken as the Prana-Devata (Mukhyaprana). The question 
therefore arises whether the Being referred to in the Up. as 
He who is Bhuma is Bliss infinite bliss is Prana — Brahman 
as Prana has been referred to as the highest in the scale : 
Prano va asaya bhuyan (vii, 15, 4) and as this declaration of 
Prana as the highest in the series, it would appear that 
Prana is indeed the Bhuma. This supposition is strengthened 
by another statement in the same context referring to people 
shoving together with a poker and burning up those from whom 
Prana has departed (utkrantapranan) $ulena-samasam vyatisam 
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dahanti (vii, 15, 4) lends weight to the supposition that this 
Prana cannot be the Supreme Being (who being all-pervasive 
cannot be said to depart from the body of the dead man). Therefore 
the Purvapaksa holds that Bhuman the infinite is Prana the deity 
and not Brahman. 


The Siddhanta is couched in the two key words 
samprasadat and adhyupadesat the subject Brahman following 
by anuvrttiwherever necessary fromTattu samanvayat throughout 
the Adhyaya, by common consent in keeing with alpaksaratva 
of the Sütras and with due regard to Sàstramaryáda. 


It will be noticed that the sütra uses two distinct words 
Samprasadat and adhyupadeSat to affirm the identity of 
Bhüman with Brahman and setting aside the Purvapaksa in favor 
of Prana the deity. This is followed by the next Sütra which 
adduces anadditional reason in support of Bhüman's identification 
with BrahmanViz. Dharmopapattesca which refers to the statement 
made about Bhüman in paragraphs 24 and 25 about its absolute 
independence, subsisting in its own glory (Sve mahimni). The 
words ofthe Sutra Dharmopadesat establish beyond doubt that 
the Supreme B is not the Nirvi$esa B. supposed to be dealt 
with Pada Ill according to S's classification of the Padas. 


It may be recalled the Pürvapaksa has laid great stress in 
the exit of Prana from the body as something inconsistent with 
B's all-pervasiveness. The Acarya solves this difficulty by drawing 
attention to the evidence furnished by the Brh. Up. iv, 4, 2 
where the exit of the Jnàni from the body is spoken of "He 
takes with him his knowledge gained in this life and the unrequired 
Karmas. Brh. Up. iv, 4, 4, however Says referring to what happens 
when Jnani is ripe for Moksa and at the door of his final death 
He is freed from Avidya and gets a more auspicious body 
(Avidyam ganayitva anyan navataram kalyanataram rüpam kurute. 
At this time, the Lord lights up the tip of the heart. and thro 
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that light provided by the Supreme he passes out following the 
Lord's exit from the body followed by the exit of the deities 
of the senses and  Prána. Tam  utkramanfam 
Prano anütkramati. This establishes that Mukhya Prana follows 
the exit of the Lord, a point dealt with in Brh. Iv, 2, 17 where 
it is said that the Aparoksajnani departs thro' the 
Susumnanadi by the grace of the Lord seated in his heart, on 
whom he had been meditating so long. — a position accepted 
by Sankara too in his BSB IV, 2, 17 Hrdayalayena Brahmana 
samupasitena anugrhitah. Ramanuja is more explicit that the 
aperture of exit from the Susumnanadi is lighted up by the grace 
of the Lord to enable the Jnani to find the way and pass out 
Paramapurusanugrhatah prakasitataddvarah murdhanyaya 
nàdyà niskramati (Vedantadipa iv, 2, 16). It would naturally be 
more appropriate and in keeping with Divine majesty to hold 
that the way of exit from the nadi is lighted up by the Lord's 
grace than to attribute it to the power of the Vidya of the Jnanin 
(Ct. Gita VIII. 10). 


The Pürvapaksa opposes the view on the ground (1) that 
Prana is spoken of as being superior to and greater than so 
many otherTattvas and their Abhimanidevatas such asA$à, Smara 
and that the text does not go beyond the mention of Prana 
before glorifying the Bhüman as the Blissful infinite (vii, 23) 
and designating the knower of Prana as the “Ativadin" of 
Prana (Transcendentalist) and counsels such an Ativadin not 
to resile from that position (napanhuvita) when challenged (vii, 
15, 4) which establishes the ascendancy of Prana as the 
Bhüman (2) the other ground of its opposition is that Prana 
has been referred to as making his exit from the body at the 
ime of the death of a person's father, mother or sister etc whose 
dead bodies are stoked by rods to turn them over the burning 
fire of the pyre from the body which would be irreconcilable 
with the omnipresence of B (as Bhuma) and its independence. 
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and (3) lastly the discourse terminates with Prana- Ativadin ang 
no further questions are raised by Narada, as on earlier occasions, 
such as Asti bhagavo kimcid bhuyah etc in regard to Prana, 
which offers conclusive evidence that it is Prana and not B. 
which is the Bhüman. 


The Acarya disarms the first objection by drawing attention 
to the express statement in Brh. Up. iv, 4, 2 in the context 
of the Brahmajnanin making his exit from his final body of how 
the deity of Mukhya Prana follows behind the Supreme (anu) 
when the Supreme chooses to withdraw its presence from the 
Jnanin's body and how the Jiva cannot stay any longer in the 
body when Mukhyaprana has left. The misunderstanding of the 
true meaning of the text lies in taking "tam" in Tam utkramantam 
to refer to the Jivatman himself, instead of to the Supreme Lord. 
It is not proper to hold that Mukhya Prana follows behind the 
departing Jivatman (anütkramati) for the simple reason that when 
Prana leaves the body, it dies and the Jivatman cannot hold 
on to the body, even if he wishes to do So. He is at the mercy 
of Mukhya Pràna. Vide : Pranabandhanam hi somya Manah (Chan. 
Up.) here manah stands for Ji vàtman (Please refer to my 


Mahatatparya of Mahavakyas and other Advaita Srutis, 
P. 181, 204) 


As for the second objection about the impossibility of moving 
away from the body and going elsewhere on the part of B. which 
is always present everywhere and Self-dependent, such movement 
from one place to another on the part of Brahman consists only 
in withdrawing the power of its presence from a particular place 
at its own will, by its own mysterious power (acintyasakti) Cf 
Upasamhara Visvatman rupam (..,.. ) and Srutis like àsino 
düram vrajati Sayano yati sarvatah (Katha Up. i, 2, 20) Anor 
aniyán Mahato mahiyan, Atmani Vicitragca hi (BS Il. i, 29) 
Vyasatirtha in TC explains and expounds the dynamics of Divine 
movement in terms ofTranscendenta| Logic with special reference 
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to the issue raised by the Pürvapaksa here (for details see my 
BSPC Vol. | pp. 219-220). The Prana discussed in this Adhi. 
is the same as the one discussed in two earlier adhikaranas 
without prejudice to the same term referring to Mukhya Prana 
in a subsidiary sense based on Mukhyavrtti while the Supreme 
B. as referred to in its Paramamukhyavrtti as the basis of all 
Samanvaya. 


One of the strong points of the Pürvapaksa in favor of Bhuma 
being identified with Prana-devata is that there has not been 
any further question and answer as to which is greater than 
Prana. Commentators have tried to get over this difficulty in 
different ways. Sankara holds that even tho the knower of 
Prana has been complimented as an "Ativadin" this is followed 
by another similar statement referring to the person who speaks 
of Satya as "the Ativadin". The latter statement has a significant 
"but" (tu) which shows a turning away from a previous topic. 
The question and answer method is not the only way of passing 
on to a next higher in a series. Seeing that Narada had lapsed 
into silence, hearing the discussion on Bhüman and the 
commendation of the knower of Prana as an "Ativadin", 
Sanatakumara suo moto initiates a discourse on Bhüman as 
higher than Pràna by impressing on Nárada that the 
Pranativadin is really no "Ativadin" and that only he who knows 
the Satya (Brahman) and proclaims its trascendence is the true 
"Ativadin", When the pupil Narada expresses his eagerness to 
learn about the "Satya" the teacher rewards him with his discourse 
on Bhüman. There is thus no substance in the Pürvapaksin's 
contention. Ramanuja follows more or less the same line of 
interpretation with this difference that he brings out what makes 


Narada refrain from putting a further question. 


The Acarya tackles the point in a different way supplying 
a full question - Sir, is there anything superior to Prana before 
Sanatkumara's statement Esa tu vaativadati yas Satyena ativadati. 
This is done on the strength of the adversative conjunction ‘tu’ 
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which points to an ellipsis in thought which has to be filled 
by supplying suitable words or links in accordance with the principle 
of exegesis laid down by the Brahmasamhita quoted by him 
elsewhere in his Sütrabhasya : (1.1-1) 


Yatránavasaronyatra padam tatra pratisthitam 
Vakyam veti satàm nitis savakase na tad bhavet. 


The topic of Pranativadin and Satyativadin is taken up according 
to the Acarya in the Vyatiharadhikaranam (iii, 3, 38). For details 
see my BSPC Vol. Ill. 370 - 371). 


According to S. the term Samprasada stands for the state 
of susupti (deep sleep) in some passages of the Upanisads. 
In that state only Prana (Chief breath) is functioning while the 
other sense organs are in a state of suspended activity and 
so Samprasada denotes this Prana and as Bhuma has been 
mentioned in the text of the Up. subsequent to Prana (Pranad 


ürdhvam), the conclusion follows that Prana is not Brahman 
(Bhüman). 


The NS pinpoints the weakness of this interpretation which 
obviously involves a resort to Laksana (secondary meaning) to 
get at this meaning of Sam-prasada. It may be that 
Samprasada is used in the Upanisads in some cases in the 
sense of Susupti. But that is no reason why the Sütrakàra should 
have used Sam-prasada instead of the word Prana, coming straight 
to the point instead of a round about expression in keeping 
with the text of the Upanisad itself and saving a syllable (as 
between Prana and Sam-prasada) in the interest of alpasksaratva 
of the Sutras also. If the purpose of Laksanà is to focus attention 
on the essential nature of Bhuman as Bliss infinite as affirmed 
in Yo vai Bhuma tat sukham na alpe sukham asti and thereby 
distinguish Prana- Bhüman from Prana which is awake in the 
state of Susupti and is as such eligible to be designated as 
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Samprasáda, such an explanation would be hardly convincing; 
for, irrespective of the word Samprasada being used in the 
Upanisads to denote the state of Susupti, there is absolutely 
no reference to Susupti as such anywhere in any of the twentysix 
khandas of the seventh Adhyaya of the Chan. Up. (of the 
Bhümaprakarana) to lend an air of probability to justify the choice 
of the term Samprasada for this purpose in the Sütra. Moreover, 
according to S. Prana the subject of the Purvapaksa in the 
Sütra is not a sentient principle but the insentient Jada Prana 
(Pancavrtti) according to his own Bhasya on i,3,3. who cannot 
intuit the bliss of Susupti. It is rather odd that S. should have 
said Samprasado atra prano abhidhi yate instead of Laksyate, 
for which he has been gently pulled up by the NS. 


If Laksana is necessary according to S. to connect Prana 
functioning in the blissful state of Susupti to make Prana eligible 
to be referred to as Samprasada (the most blissful), one may 
be permitted to point out that neither a Jada Prana nor the 
state of Susupti by itself (both insentients) can be conceived 
to be eligible to be referred to by the term 
Samprasada even during the short duration of Susupti. But S. 
has not identified Samprasada with Jivatman as Ramanuja has 
done. But even R. cannot maintain that the Jivatman (Prana) 
is in a position to enjoy the supreme bliss of the true nature 
Jivasvarupa of Jnananandaikagunam here and now in the state 
of Samsara where there is Susupti. 


S resorts to a devious way of tagging on Samprasada to 
adhyupadega' as a single reason to establish that Prana in- 
Bhüman because "Bhuma’ is mentioned in the text of the Upanisad 
subsequent to Prana, after describing the votary of Prana as 
an Ativadi which means that Bhüma must be other and higher 
than Prana: Pranad urdhvam upadesat. This reasoning is defective 
- for we find in the text of the Upanisad, subsequent to 
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Prana (Ativadin) upade$a. many other tattvas and their presiding 
deities such as Vijnanam, Mati Sraddha, Nistha and Kirti which 
are not recognised as Brahman or Bhuman by Sankara have 
been mentioned as worth knowing (Vijijnasitavyam). This shows 
that the mere fact of "being mentioned subsequent to Prana" 
is not a sufficient reason for accepting Prana to be Bhüman, 
asa consolidated single reason. The Sütrakàra cannot be supposed 
to have indulged in such a fallacious reasoning. He must therefore 
have meant something quite different from what S. has made 
out of the phrase Samprasadat adhyupadesat, even apart from 
the difficulty which stands in the way of construing the word 
Samprasada itself to mean Prana in a round about way, as we 
have already seen. 


Passing over the routine details of the adhikarana Sarira 
Pürvapaksa etc in S's interpretation of the two Sütras which 
have been fully explained by him in his Sütrabhasya, the 
Acarya here in the AV sums up the finding of the Sutrakara 
: Akhilesatvat Bhuma Visnus sukhadhikah. This focuses attention 
on two outstanding facts about the Bhuma which the Sutrakara 
intends to convey for identifying Bhuma with the Supreme B. 
(instead of Prāņa the deity) (1) thatitis "“Samprasada" quintessence 
of unlimited Bliss which the Jada-Prana of S. cannot aspire for 
and (2) that it transcends the entire range and sweep of all 


finite reality of matter and souls (adhyupadesa) and not merely 
the Jada Prana or its deity. 


Consistent with this guideline the Acarya brings into relief 
the two distinctive probans which establish Straightway without 
any Laksana or circumlocution that Bhumanis the supreme Brahman 
spoken of as Yo vai bhuma tat sukham nalpe sukham asti, 
emphasising the fact that the bliss of Bhuman is unlimited (na 
alpa) transcending every kind of partial or limited bliss : 
Prasidatyanena iti Prasádah Sukham, Sa 


myak prasadah 
Samprasadah. 
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The second reason is Adhyupadesa, being mentioned as 
transcending all finite reality without any exception Sarvesam 
adhikatvena upadesah This transcendence is absolute and not 
with reference to this or that particular thing such as Prana 
(as understood by the other commentators). Accordingly the 
Acarya quotes the Sruti text : Vi$vatah paramam nityam (Vi$vam 
Narayanah parah) from the Mah. N. Up. which makes the point 
crystal clear. 


It deserves to be noted that the prefix adhi. in Adhyupadesa 
signifies lordship — Adhir I$vare (Pan 1.4.97). These two highly 
suggestive and apt meanings of the two words in the Sütra 
Samprasada and Adhyupadesa propounded by the Acarya on 
sound Scriptural authority hits the right nail on the right head 
and leaves nothing more to be said to overthrow the Pürvapaksa 
and establish the Siddhànta that Bhuma is indeed the Supreme 
B and dispose of all other inadequate interpretations of the Sutra. 
Prof. V. S. Ghate who considers this interpretation of the 
Acàrya to be "not reasonable" has no other grounds to support 
his comment than that of "the absence of 'Ca' a conjunctive 
particle. (The Vedanta p.59). Had he reflected more closely, he 
would have understood that this is indeed a very trivial objection, 
as the "Ca" can very well be taken over from the very next 
succeeding sutra of the same adhikarana : (Dharmopadesac 
ca (i, 3, 9). as pointed out by Vyasatirtha in his TC : 
Dharmopadesacca ityuttarasutrastha Ca-sabdanusangena 
purnasukharüpa hetvantaratvasambhave adhyupadesat 
ityanenokta niravadhikottamatvam prati abadhitatvena 
samkocakatva- ayogat ca. It is too well known that avrtti, anuvrtti, 
anukarsa, àkarsa, laksana, mandükapluti are some of the well- 
established technical exegetical principles permitted in the 


interpretation of Sutras. 
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The TC also points out! that as the methodology of the 
Brahmasutra is one of Vada-katha, the reasons adduced are 
expected to establish the Siddhanta view directly and categorically 
in a forthright manner, instead of diverting the Siddhanta 
Sütra to disestablish the Purvapaksa by taking recourse to 
interpolations (adyahara). 


TR 


s E 
1. Tattvajnanartham Vadaprakriyaya pravrttesu — sutresu 


prathamakanksitasya adhyaharanirapeksaya ca Svapaksasa 
dhanahetutvasambhave, tadviparitasya purvapaksanirasanadyadhya 
harasapeksam Samanvayasutrasthasya tacchabdasyadhya 


yaparisamaptyanusangena Bhuma tad Brahma ityanvayat 
(TC. i, 3, 8-9). 
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Chapter-3 
AKSARADHIKARANAM 


This adhi. establishes the Samanvaya of the Namapada Aksara 
which means the 'imperishable one’. It is connected with Cetana-« 
Prakrti! and the Supreme Being in Scriptural usage. This Aksara 
is described in Brh. Up. i, 2. 21-23 in glowing terms as neither 
gross nor fine, neither short or long, neither glowing red like 
fire nor adhesive etc. It is neither shadow nor darkness, neither 
air nor space having no within or without etc. 


It may be recalled that predications of being unseen, unheard, 
etc have been made of the Supreme Being in the Adrsyartvadhi. 
But here, we find these attributes applied to the Aksara in Brh. 
Up. iii, 8, 4 - that Aksara, O Gargi is unseen but seeing, unheard 
but hearing. unperceived but perceiving. There is none but it 
that perceives (independently), none that hears. Itis in this Aksara 
that Ākāśa is woven into as warp and woof." If this Aksara were 
different from B, the attributes of being unseen etc ascribed 
to B in the earlier adhi.s would have to belong to some other 
Being than B called Aksara. Hence the matter requires to be 
Settled. 


The Siddhanta is that the Aksara referred to in the present 
discourse is the Supreme Being. For, the term Aksara which 
denotes indestructibility is applicable only to the supreme B. 
It is for this reason that B. has been called. "the highest Aksara" , 
(paramam Aksaram) in theSrutis and Smritis (Gita viii, 3). Moreover, 
in the given context of the Brh. Up. (iii, 8, 7) we find that. 
after describing Akasa to be the nourishing principle or warp 
and woof of heaven and earth and what fills the space between 
them and whatever is said to be past, present and future, the 
Sruti goes on to declare that this (Cetana Prakrti) is, in its turn, 
woven into the Aksara : Etasminneva khalvaksare akaSa ota$ca 


prota$ca (iii, 8, 11). 
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This confers on Akaéa the status of being the nourisher of 
the whole Cosmos which being in its turn dependent on and 
nourished by another principle (sarvopajivyatve sati anaysritatvam). 
This is precisely the position of Cit-prakrti in respect of the 
Supreme Being (Katha i. 11, R. V. X' 125, Gita xiii. 6) It may 
be mentioned in passing that in the Si$u Brahmana (Brh. Up. 
ii, 2, 1-4). Pràna is called Sisu (calf) is securely tied to its post 
the Supreme Being, with a rope which is annam (Sritattva) 
(cf. Gita VII. 5). 


It cannot be argued that the Upanisad is thinking only of 
Jada-Prakrti as the material cause or causal substace of all 
that exists in the past, present and future, when it says that 
all these are woven into Akaga and that the Aksara which stands 
above it and into which it is woven is the Cetana Prakrti itself 
and not the Supreme B. As a sentient Principle credited with 
the power of seeing and thinking, the Aksara into which 
Ākāśa is said to be woven like the warp and woof cannot possibly 
stand in the relation of a causal Substance towards AkaSa. All 
such terms and descriptions as Ota and prota and ahita used 
in this context have therefore to be understood in one uniform 
sense of "being nourished by Akasa (Cit-Prakrti) or 


Akaga as the case may be. In both the cases the nourisher 


and the nourished must be sentients. Akasa which nourishes 
others below it must be the Cit-Prakrti and Aksara as the case 
may be. In both the cases the nourisher and nourished must 
be sentients. Akaga which nourishes others below it must be 
the Cit-Prakrti and Aksara which nourishes Akaga must be the 
Cit-Prakrti and Aksara which nourishes Akaéa must be the Supreme 
B. It is because all beings are nourished by Brahman that the 
Gita (vii, 7) says everything is woven into it. The Aksara is Brahman 
because every thing from Prthvi to Akaga (Cit-Prakrati)’ is 
supported by Brahman. Ambara in the Sutra denotes Cit-Prakrti’ 
as Cit-Prakrti is the presiding deity of Akaé 


a and the Supreme 
Aksara is the controlling Principle of all, 


ending with Ambara 
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(ambarantadhrteh B. S. 1.3.10)? (This is implied by the preposition 
"pra" in the word 'Pra-$asana' occurring in the Sūtra and the 
Sruti Etasya va Aksarasya pra$asane...). To bring out the full 
sense of the phrase Ambarantadhrteh (sustaining everything from 
Earth to Akasa - Cit-Prakrti), the Acarya cites a number of texts 
in his Bhasya - He who is the mainstay of the three principles 
Prakrti, Purusa and Kala supports Heaven and Earth (RV, 1, 
154, 4). He is the One Glorious Lord. He is in all places and 
in many froms supporting all. When He sets down the burden 
of the Cosmos, not wishing to bear it in Pralayas, the Cosmos 
disappears (T.A. iii, 14). In Him the Cosmos grows up in all 
its diversity. In Him the gods and all others find their position 
(Mah. N. Up.i, 2). The statement about Aksara not eating anything 
isto be understood inthe sense that the Supreme has no necessity 
to eat anything to sustain itself, like other creatures. The 
Acàrya has also brought out all the all-embracing character of 
B's Cosmic sway by citing here the very significant text from 
the R.V. : i, 164, 36: 

Saptardhagarbha bhuvanasya reto Visnos tisthanti pradisa 
where the term Saptardhagarbha has intrigued many a modern 
scholar. 


The Acarya refers in his AV to the incomprehensible mystery 
of Divine Nature. Attributes in the empirical sphere which are 
always found to be in mutual exclusion, coexist in B in their 
transcendental character : 


Ato viruddhavad bhatam api vyakhyaya tattvatah 
Yojaniyam Harau vakyam viruddhair laksanair yutam 
.... tani lingani tadanyatra tvasantyapi 


Avirodhena Govinde santyasthuladikanyapi 
(AV Ver. 288-89) 


Commenting on the above, the NS explains the problem at issue 
andits solution. The objection to admitting the existence of attributes 
of being neither long nor short (adirgham ahrasvam) predicated 
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of B in the Visayavakya of the adhikarna on the ground of their 
mutual incompatibility of coexistence on grounds of Empirical 
Logic is obvious. For, a word like "not gross would either mean 
what.is subtle or minute or it may simply mean the absence 
of grossness etc. lt can never be that both the opposing negations 
can coexist in a subject at any time. When we describe a given 
thing as not gross in size, it means that it is small in size and 
vice versa. Two such contradictory sizes can not be posited 
of one and the same entity at any time, as they are always 
found to exist in mutual exclusion. Similarly, in respect of "not 
short" (ahrasva) and not long (adirgha). It cannot be said that 
a given thing having a definite size (parimana) of its own can 
Still be conceived and described as of larger or smaller, shorter 
or longer in relation to some others possessing still smaller 
or larger sizes. Such an example cannot applied to the present 
case. It may apply to a pot or a stick and needs no special 
averment. Such an analogy cannot apply to B. as there cannot 
be any other substance like Brahman which may be smaller 
or larger than B. as compared with it. Therefore, if the negations 
"not gross" "not small" are intended to convey-the absence of 
both these Negative attributes in B, it would reduce B. to a 
void, without any recognisable nature of its own (nis-svarupatva). 
Such a conclusion would cut at the very root of the earlier findings 


referring to the nature of B. as Sarvatraprasiddha, Atta 
Caracaragrahanat and Rupopanyasacca. 


The Acarya resolves this dilemma by accepting the former 
alternative that B. is indeed possessed of characteristics like 
absense of gressness and absence of smallness alike which 
by empirical standards and empirical logic may appear to be 
self-contradictory. But such seemingly contradictory attributes 
are actually found to be predicated of B in the Srutis themseves 
which are highest Pramana or source of true knowledge of B. 


as it is. Such predications are therefore to be properly construed 


(tattvato yyakhaya) and attuned with B. in keeping with the 
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acceptance of B in the Srutis and Sütras as the absolutee Ruler 
and arbiter of all cosmic laws and their exceptions : 
Ambarantadhrteh and prasasanat. 


To explain — there is no difficulty in reconciling the apparent 
opposition between asthülatva and ananutva and accomodating 
them in B. We do admit that words like asthula and ananu denote 
the presence of their opposites in B. But that would not lead 
to a mutual contradiction as the actual existence of such opposed 
characteristics in B is vouched for by the Srutis themselves. 
(Na hi drste anupapannam nama). This is not like saying that 
one's own mother is a barren woman. But then it may be asked 
How can one and the same B be taken to be possessd of such 
mutually opposed natures? For, opposition means incompatibility 
of coexistence of such characteristics in a given thing. If B. 
is to be saddled with such mutually contradictory negative attributes, 
how can it remain one and the same Being at all? 


The NS explains : What we mean by saying that B is characterised 
by contradictory attributes is that these attributes of not being 
gross, nor being minute, tho not coexisting anywhere else in 
Empirical life, do coexist in B, the Lord Govinda in mutual 
accord. We do not posit such coexistence side by side with 
an admission of their mutual opposition, which may open the 
door to a self-conradiction and reduce B, to a Void. The 
Acarya's use of the word ‘Govinda’ in this context is intended 
to show that his position is confirmed by the evidence of the 
direct perception and experience of Mother YaSoda about actual 
coexistence of such contradictories in Brahman, She tried in 
vain to tie up the child Krsna to a mortar, driven to desparation 
by his pranks and mischievousness with a rope. Every time 
she tried to tie him up with a longer one it was also found 
insufficient and finally Lord Krsna allowed himself to be tied 
by a small length of rope, to her great relief. This incident is 
narrated in the Bhagavata Purana. 
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Gopika ulukhale damna babandha praktrtam yatha 
Tad dama badhyamanasya svarbhakasya krtagasah 
Angulonam abhavat .............. (x,8, 14-16) 

Mukham lalayato rajan jrmbhato dadrse idam 
Kham rodasi ...... (Bhagavata X.8) 


The NS observes : Let us go into this question closely. On 
what grounds are the coexistence of contradictory attributes like 
grossness and smallness (anutva and Mahatva) not to be accepted 
in Brahma? Is it because there is no proof of such coexistence 
or because by nature they are mutually exclusive? The first cannot 
be as there is decisive evidence to the contrary not only on 
the basis of Yasoda's Pratyaksa but of Sruti texts such as Anor 
aniyan Mahato mahiyàn. Asino duram vrajati$ayano yati sarvatah, 
pa$yatyacaksuh, Sa érnotyakarnah etc. These éruti texts bear 
witness to the fact the Supreme B. is minuter than the minutest, 
more immense in size than any other known to us. This cannot 
be upset by any inference that a substance as such cannot 
have contradictory attributes at the same time, as the evidence 
of Srutis invalidates it. And Sruti is a more trustworthy 


Pramana in regard to the nature of B : Naisa tarkena matira 
paneya (Katha). 


The NS goes on to show even from the point of view of 
Emprirical Logic, there are cases where even the Paramamahat 


parimana of Akasa has to be credited with the capacity of having 


an anuparimana as well, in its nature. It raises an interesting 


question as to what happens when akasa which has 
Paramamahatparimana is in conjunction with a Paramanu in Space. 
Akaga which is a Vibhudravya (ubiquitous) and has (according 
to the Naiyayikas) neither its own natural divisions of space 
nor constituent parts - (avayava). How then is its conjunction 
(samyoga) which by hypothesis is non-copervasive (avyapyavrtti) 
with a Paramanu of the smallest dimension to be explained? 
Where is its conjunction to be located with reference to its 
correlate (paramánu)? Samyoga being a symmetrical relation, 
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when Akàéa is in conjunction with a Paramanu for its correlate 
(pratisambandhi), such conjunction should have to be located 
at the point closest to the space occupied by the 
Paramanu : 


AkaSasya Paramanuna samyogah pratisambandhibhüta 
paramanutulyaparimana-akaSapradesavrtti vacyah 
Pradegaya aupadhikatve tu Upadhisamyogo api 
uktarityanupradesavrttin syat (TC. i, 3, adhi. 3) 


All this necessitates that Akasa must be admitted to be endowed 
with both the kinds of dimensions one of Paramamahatva of 
its own per se and another minute one corresponding to that 
of the Paramanu to render intelligible and meaningful the fact 
of its conjunction with a Paramanu and bring it into play according 
to the conditions or relations in which it is placed with other 
substances, whether the Nyaya-Vaisesikas agree to it or not. 


It would be futile to think of making the very point at which 
the Samyoga takes place in Akaga the limiting adjucnt (upadhi) 
which renders the Samyoga ofAkaga with the Paramanu intelligible 
as it would invite the fallacy of self-dependence. There is thus 
no alternative to admitting that in spite of Akaga being possesed 
of Paramamahatparimana, as well, to meet the present exigency. 
The same would apply to Brahman's possessing both asthaulya 
and sthaulya, anutva and mahatva, as part of its Svarupa, as 
predicated in the Srutis. 


Exceptional cases and situations defying normal Empirical 
Logic where the nature of Brahman is concerned have to be 
tackled on exceptional criteria. suggested by the nature of the 
problem, affecting the integral nature of the subject 
(vastusvabhava) involved. This does not mean that on the same 
analogy every case of logical self-contradiction can be dissolved 
by invoking the principle of vastusvarupavaicitrya (the peculiar 
nature of the subject) with the result that the Law of non- 
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contradiction would be reduced to mockery. /tis notso. An exception 
would only restrict the application of the general principle. |t 
does not and will not abolish it altogether. 


After having resolved the alleged incompstibility of mutually 
contradictory negations of sthulatva, anutva, etc co-existing in 
Brahman (as an exceptional cace) in keeping with the inscrutable 
nature of B and its mysterious powers (aghatita ghatanaSakti), 
the Acarya proceeds to point out it is equally possible to construe 
the terms asthula, ananu predicated of B. taken severally and 
applied to B, each of them in their expressed sense that B. 
does not possess suchsthilatva (grossness) anutva (minuteness 
etc. as are found in substances other than Brahman in the world, 
such as the material objects belonging to the category of finite 
realityand as such liable to destruction along with the destruction 
of their attributes of anutva, sthulatva etc.as well, This interpretation 
will not therefore reduce Brahman to a Void (nissvarüpatva). 
This other way of construing astülatva, ananutva, etc and applying 
them to Brahman is suggested by the oblique wording of the 
Sūtra as "Anya-bhāva-vyāvrtteh" instead of as Sthaulyadivyavrtteh 
(directly), as pointed out by Raghavendra Tirtha in his Tantradipika 
: Sthaulyadi (Vyavrtti) iti vacye anyabhavetyuktih anyavastusvabha 


vasya Prakratasyaiva sthaulyadeh vyavrtyukter iti sucayitum 
0, 3, 12). 


p p p 
1. See Bhagavata iii, 10, 23 
Ambara isAkása according to the Kosas and Sritattva as the presiding 


Deity of Akasa is called Ambara' 


(Abhimanyabhiyamana- 
abhedopacarah). 


Ambarantadhrteh is intended to convey that Cit Prakrti which controls 
all is controlled by B. Sarvopajivyatve sati anyasritatvam. 
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Chapter-1 
ANUMANIKADHIKARANAM 


The fourth Pada of the Samanvayadhiyaya deals with the 
attunment of both marks of import and names falling under the 
classification of Anyatraivaprasiddhas. This category of names 
and marks of import presents certain special difficulties in regard 
to Samanvaya, thrown up by the texts and contexts chosen for 
illustrative Samanvaya, in which prima facie the Supreme B. 
is found placed at a great disadvantage, detrimental to its high 
status of independence and freedom from all imperfections as 
its accepted definition. They are thus problem-oriented in a 
much more acute sense than those from earlier Padas. In his 
characteristically terse and forthright manner, ihe Acarya has 
pinpointed these difficulties under different heads such as involving 
opposition to all accepted Pramanas, being found wanting in 
proper appellative basis for Samanvaya, being mutually 
contradictory or involving illogicality in B's having to be accepted 
as both the ultimate and the proximate cause, being designated 
by words in the feminine gender and by terms such as non- 
being (asat) and Void (Sunya). 


' Another outstanding feature of the Acarya's interpretation of 
this Pada is the unswerving way in which he has been able 
to construe the entire Pada as establishing the direct Samanvaya 
in B. of all names and marks of import of the texts chosen 
for Samanvaya, unlike earlier commentators like S and R who 
have completely divorced the entire fourth Pada from the theme 
of direct Samanvaya in B. and have turned it into a polemics 
against Sankhya-Prakrti and its banishment from the domain 
of Scriptures, as foreign to it (asabdam) in. the first three or 


182 Anumanika Adhikaranam 


four adhikaranas and the rest as concerned with miscellaneous 
topics (as in S.) and as a general survey of Scriptural evidence 
in favor of accepting B, as both the efficient and the material 
cause of the Universe (as in R). The Acarya's strict adherence 
to the principle of direct Samanvaya of the texts and contexts 
in B has earned for him a grudging tribute even from his carping 
critic Prof. V. S. Ghate, who says "tho' many times fantastic 
as regards the translation of individual Sutras, his method has 
the merit of being consistent with the subject matter of the first 
Adhyāya, which is Samanvaya" (The Vedanta, p. 157). 


As Samanvaya is intended to establish the nature of B as 
a Being of infinite perfections in the first place, attention is given 
in this Pada to rehabilitate its freedom from all blemishes where 
it is exposed to the possiblility of being or becoming subject 
to change, loss of status and liablity to bondage and suffering 
in the way in which it has been described in some texts and 
contexts of the Srutis such as Karyakaranabaddhau tavisyete 
,Vi$vataijasau (Mand. Up.) as "Jiva" in Anena Jivenatmana (Chan. 
Up. vi, 3, 2) and above all as occupying a position inferior to 
something else in 'Avyaktat Purusah Parah (Katha Up. 1, 3, 4). 
These are important as the twin concepts of B. as a being of 
infinite perfections and as devoid of all blemishes Niranisto 


niravadyah (Ekayana Sruti) are the two sides of the same coin 


and deserve equal attention, It is therefore incumbent on the 


part of the Sutrakara to devote equal attention to the two aspects 
in his great Vedantic treatise.. It is in the Acarya's Bhasya and 
AV that we find a successful demonstration of this vital problem 
in the Sutras right thro' the whole Pada for which discerning 


critics of the different schools of interpretaion of the Brahmasutras 
should give due credit to this Acarya. 


The opening adhi. known as Ànūmānika-adhi. establishes the 
Samanvaya of several marks of import which at first sight appear 
to be disqualifying B. in being designated as Avyakta, Baddha, 
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Duhkhi, Jiva - Atma, etc in some texts). Turning to avyakta "it 
is generally understood to refer to Prakrti. It is also known as 
"Anumanika". The Katha Up. passage places Avyakta in a position 
of subordination to "Purusah. As inferiority of status to another 
principle is inconsistent with B's established sovereignty over 
all else, this text poses a serious difficulty to its Samanvaya 
in B both logically and metaphysically speaking. Hence it is 
given priority of attention over others like Baddah, Duhkhi, Jiva 
which are included by way of Upalaksana (extension) in the 
Sūtra.. It should be kept in mind that so far as the topic of 
Samanvaya in B. is concerned, the names and marks of import 
taken up for Samanvaya in the body of the Sütras are in principle 
intended to include may others of the same category and 
Samanvaya is not confined to only a particular word or mark 
chosen from one particular Sakha alone. Such a narrow view 
would be totally inconsistent with the role of the Sütras as Sarvasa 
khanirnayaka (Vi$vatomukha) as spelt out in the Sūtra Sarvaveda 
ntapratyayam (Ill 3. 1). The principle of Upalaksana in a 
Sastragrantha plays a leading part in the Acarya's interpretational 
technique of the Sütras as a whole and not merely in Samanvaya. 


In keeping with the principle of Upalaksana, the opening word 
Anumanika used as a synonym of Prakrti is construed so as 
to include in its scope other terms like Duhkhi, Baddhah, 
Jiva, etc. It is accepted by all the commentators that Anumanika 
stands for Avyakta in the Sütra. The way in which it is placed 
in relation to "Purusa" offers the main difficulty for its Samanvaya 
with B. as it implies a position of inferiority of Avyakta in relation 
to Purusa (B). This difficulty is resolved by the Sutrakara in 
the latter half of the Sutra Sarirarüpakavinyastagrhiteh. This 
phrase embodies asufficient reason fordislodging the Pürvapaksa 
in a comprehensive manner applicable to the other instances 
also under consideration. It means the Supreme B. has stationed 
itself in each of these tattvas like Avyakta, Jiva - Atma, etc. 
This idea of the inner control of these other principles by B, 
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is in-built in the phrase Sarirarüpakavinyasta meaning that their 
very being, becoming and functioning are all absolutely under 
the control of the Supreme stationed in each one of them as 
the inner source of impulsion, as the body of man is enabled 
to live and act by the presence of the Soul in the body. The 
body's relation to the Soul corresponds to the relation in which 
Avyakta and others stand to B. (the Purusa). The word 
Sarira is used in its metaphysical sense of dependence of the 
soul, in an analogical sense. 


The TDP of Raghavendra Tirtha brings out the significance 
of the analogy of body and soul relation embodied in the phrase 
Sari rarüpakavinyasta. The first part of the compound is to be 
split in the manner of an upamitasamasa like Purusavyaghrah 
(man lion) Sari rasya rüpam iva rüpam tat Sariraripam meaning 
whose nature is akin to that of a body (to the soul) in point 
of dependence on the Soul for such power as it may exhibit. 
Avyakta (prakrti) is likened to the body of B. and B. is its Soul. 
Avyakta owes its intrinsic nature and attribute of being 'Avyakta' 
(unmanifest principle) to the power of B. stationed within it. It 
is in this sense that the mark of import of Avyakta is attuned 
to B. by way of samanvaya. The same principle applies to the 
mark of import of Baddha, Jiva - Atma, Duhkhi etc. Vyasatirtha 
in his TC brings out the point that if we take it that Avyakta 
here chosen for Samanvaya is not B. the Supreme, on the ground 
that it is said to be inferior to Purusa (as Purusa is said to 
be higher than Avyakta) which is, in its turn, higher than Mahat 


(Mahatah param Avyaktam) there will be a contradiction with 


the subsequent statement in Katha iii, 1, 15 which says one 


who knows and realises that which is higher than Mahat escapes 


death and attains release. For the pronoun fat in 


Nicayya tam Mrtyumukhat pramucyate has necessarily to refer 
to Avyakta, referred to earlier (which according to the Purvapaksa 
is not Brahman). This subsequent text is therefore sufficient 
to reject the contention that Avyakta cannot be B. (Purusa). 
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The foregoing explanation of Sarirarüpakavinyasta clears the 
objection which stands in the way of accepting "Avyakta" taken 
up for Samanvaya in B. in its recondite interpretation from the 
point of view of the special exegetical criterion of 
Sarirarüpakavinyastagrhiteh. But it may give rise to another difficulty 
of how to reconcile this with the other statement Avyakat Purusah 
parah. This difficulty is easily solved from the point of view of 
the Siddhanta position that in this context Avyakta has been 
used in two senses of referring to Prakrti in its usual sense 
of Prakrti in this context as embodying an Anyatraivaprasiddha 
mark, for purposes of the Pürvapaksa, while in its Siddhanta 
sense of Sarirarüpakavinyasta it refers to the Supreme B. For, 
Samanvaya does not abolish the existence of the Tattvas whose 
names are taken up for Samanvaya. They retain their normal 
denotations in their own milieu. But, when they are taken up 
for Samanvaya in Brahman in the interest of Sarva$abdasamanvaya 
which is mandatory according to the intention and injunction 
of the Srutis for the purpose of demanstrating the 
Sarvagunapürnatva of B, the root meaning of the word "Brahman", 
this cannot be established atleast technically by merely establishing 
the Samanvaya of a few passages. One may however call into 
question the necessity to go in for the Samanvaya of each and 
every word, phrase and sentence and mark of import in B. instead 
of confining it to the texts and contexts connected with B's causality 
of the Universe, as defined in Sutra 2 which is said to be founded 


on the Sastra (i, 1, 3). 


The Acarya has already brought out the point that the 
Karana Vakyas and the definition of B. as Jagatkarana subserves 
the purpose of rendering the logical probabilitiy of the concept 
of B. as a Being of infinite perfections of knowledge, reality, 
bliss and as essentially free from all drawbacks and whose 
knowledge as such is indispensable for the attainment of Moksa 
by the seekers of truth and that the technique of Samanvaya 
of this Sastra in the highest and fullest connodenotative sense 
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of the words and marks of import of the texts is intended to 
achieve this end and that without such a thoroghgoing Samanvaya 
of the entire body of the Sastra this thesis cannot be fully 
established. The greatness of majesty of B. is not exhausted 
by the eightfold dispensation of the Universe (conveyed by the 
Karanavakyas). The entire finite reality, we have been told in 
Sütra i, 1, 26, approximates to just a quarter of Divine Majesty 
(Padosya vi$và bhütàni). There are ever so many areas and 
aspects of Divine majesty which cannot be covered or exhausted 
by the creation texts : 


Naitavad ena paro anyad asti Uksa sa dyavaprthivim bibharti 
(R.V. X, 31, 9) 


That is why Acarya Madhva has gone ahead of all other 
commentators in expanding the term "Janmadi in Sūtra i, 1, 
2 to embrace all the eight majestic dispensations of the Universe 
based on the unmistakable internal evidence of the Srutis and 
the Sütras (such as iii, 2, 5). We have seen that the greatest 
stumbling block in the way of the very theisis of Samanvaya 
posed by the contention based on the inaccessiblity of B. to 
all thought, mind and speech (the "a$abdatva" of B.) has been 
defused in the Iksatyadhikarana by its correct interpretation 
by the Acarya, thus establishing the knowability of B. and its 
accessibility to the Sastra in principle. As Sastra is the only 
means of knowing B. Sastram karánam pramanam asya Brahmano 


yathavat svarupadhigame (as S. puts it). As the Sastra is thus 


the only means of knowing B. in all its majesty, Samanvaya 


of the entire Sastra is the Only royal road to its realisation by 
every seeker according to its mettle, tho' the fact remains that 
no finite mind can encompass Divine Majesty in all its completeness. 
But man must know God to the best of his capacity. Agnosticism 
will not save him Nor can he know all about the Supreme. There 


is a limit to which he can rise and rise he must to his level, 
tho' not to the summit : 
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Ko hi tam veditum $akto yo na syat tadvidho'parah 
Tadvidhaáca aparo nasti tasmat tam veda sa svayam 
(Mbh. T. N. 11.74) 


This is indeed the presupposition of the entire discipline of 
Sarvasabdasamanvaya in B presented by Badarayana. 


This stand makes it clear that even the most exhaustive kind 
of Samanvaya would still leave untouched ever so many areas 
and aspects of Divine Majesty. But there is no reason to abandon 
Samanvaya itself on that account. Nor are human beings the 
only Adhikarins for Brahmavidya, according to the Srutis and 
the Sütrakàra. The Sruti recognises that the Devas. Rsis and 
human beings are all Adhikarins each class according to its 
own inherent capacity, Tad yo yo Devanam pratyabuddhyata, 
tatharsinam tathà manusyanam (Brh. Up. i4, 10). See also the 
Devatàdhikaranam of the Sütras. 


As Vyásatirtha has so convicingly pointed out, if the 
Sütrakàra had contemplated that only the Karanavakyas are to 
be made the subject of Samanvaya, it would be impossible to 
explain his inclusion of terms like Jyoti, Atta in Pada | Sarvatra 
and Antara in Pada I] and Bhima, Dahara. Aksara in 
Pada Ill and Vakyanvaya in Pada IV which have no bearing on 
Samanvaya proper. All these facts should therefore go to establish 
the soundness of the procedure adopted by Acarya Madhva in 
bringing many texts and contexts unconnected with 
Karanavakyas within the scope of Samanvaya, in accordance 
with the aim of the Sütrakara. The only purpose behind the 
arduous process of Samanvaya of non-Karanavakyas will have 
to be to establish B's Sarvagunapürnatva and its immanence 
in all created beings as the source of their appellatve basis. 
A Samanvayadhyaya from which an entire Pada is to be excluded 
from the subject matter of Samanvaya proper in B. and turned 
into banning Prakrti from the domain of theSrutis and to establish 
other miscellaneous matters would be areflection on the judgment 
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of the Sutrakara in not shifting it to its proper place in the next 
Avirodha Adhyaya, where it would be relevant. The SUtrakaras 
work is not a slipshod one. It is a well planned and well-knit 
scientific treatise. Whatever may be the seeming difficulties in 
bringing these adhikaranas of the fourth Pada into line with 
Brahmasamanvaya as in the earliear Padas, they should be 
surmounted by appropriate technique of Samanvaya directly in 
Brahman bringing the adhikaranas of Pada IV into line with the 
earlier ones. If it has to be done thro' esoteric etymologisation, 
it should be utilised and notfrowned upon as 'fantastic'. Esoterics 
has always been given a privileged position in the higher 
interpretation of Scriptures in all the great religions of the world 
from ancient times, The Upanisads speak of aham and ahar 
as the secret names of B and resort to etymologisation at times 
: Adyate atti ca bhutani tasmad annan tad (Brahma) ucyate (Taitt. 
Up.) The Vedas speak of the hidden potentialities of the Yogavrtti 
of words Kaś chandasam Yogam aveda dhirah? The reconciliation 
of the multiplicity of the gods without prejudice to the acceptance 
of the Arsa tradition of Ekam sad vipra bahudha vadanti reflected 
in Indram Mitram Varunam Agnim ahur is squarely based on 
the acceptance of a twofold nature of Mukhyavrtti without abrogation 
either the actual existence of the multiplicity of the gods or 
the existence of one Supreme to be known by all their names. 
This comes out from the guide line adopted in the Taitt. Br. 
text : Tasmai tvà tebhyas tvà (Ill, 7, 9) in terms of 
Praramamukhyavrtti and Mukhyavrtti. 


The consistent way in which the Acárya has been able to 
construe the adhikaranas of the fourth Pada in terms of a direct 
Samanvaya in B. which has intrigued and eluded other 
Commentators and driven them to side track it into a groundless 
polemics against Sankhya Prakrti has elicited a grudging tribute 
to him from his none too friendly a critic like V. S. Ghate, who 
has otherwise disposed of Madhva's B.S.B. as a" 


4 ; performance 
of little or no merit (p. 168) while referring to the 


way in which 
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he has "striven to show that words like Avyakta and Prakrti 
ultimately denote B. and that every word may esoterically denote 
B and at the same time refer exoterically to other objects of 
the world, which is many times fantastic". (op cit p. 157) 


No doubt, the intricacies of the Esoteric interpretation of 
Scriptural texts for Samanvaya may go over the heads of laymen. 
The Acarya is not unaware of the limitations of average layman's 
understanding. He grants that the technique of Mahasamanvaya 
(esoteric) is not within the reach of the understanding of all 
and sundry (see p. 190) 


So far as the Dvaiia interpretation is concerned, the root 
meaning of Avyakta as the most subtle one, subtler than even 
of the Mula-Prakrti has good textual support from the Sruti: 
Anor aniyan, from the Sutra Tad avyaktam aha hi and Avyakto 
avyaktat sanatanah (Gita). In contrast to this, the Advaita 
interpretation of Avyakta as the gross human body has to depend 
on a far-fetched explanation that its original source the Avyakta 
meaning "Maya" is a very sublte principle. Is not this a semi- 
esoteric explanation? After all, oppositions seem to meet, But 
the internal evidence of the Sutra holds Brahman to be Avyakta 
(the most unmanifested). The Advaita interpretation of Avyakta 
as the gross body has no such textual backing. There lies the 
difference. Ghate does not seem to have considered this point 
before raising his objection that M's interpretation is relying on 
esotorics., It seems to be better based and better grounded 


in authority. 


The following outline (by way of clarrification) of the theoretical 
and practical aspects of the scope of gradation of eligibility for 
Samanvaya and Upasana of the maximum and minimum number 
of Divine attributes according to gradation of Adhikarins indicated 
by the Acarya may be helpful in appreciating the  Acárya's 
approach : 
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Saccidananda atmeti Manusaistu Suresvaraih 
Yathakramam bahugunair Brahmanatvakhilair gunaih 
Upasyah (Anubhasya) 
Mahasamanvvaye tasmin nadhikaro akhilasya hi 
Brahmaiva adhikrtas tatra mukhyato 'nye yathakramam' 
Durgamatvacca naivatra prathamyenodito anjasa 

(AV Ver. 1229-30) 


"How can the details of Mahasamanvaya be understood by all 
men of average intellect especially because theVedas are reputed 
to be numberless? To remove this legitimate difficulty, the 
Compassoinate One (Sri Vedavyása) the author of the 
Brahmasutras says infinite in number as may be the Vedas and 
their content of knowledge, they are like a tiny atom in the vast 
expanse of the boundless Space of my horizon of knowledge. 


MajjnanavyakrtakaSe prapnoti paramanutam 


"The fourfaced Brahma is the proper Adhikari eligible to comprehend 
the ins and outs of Mahasamanvaya of the entire Sastra in B. 
and all the other gods according to their respective limited vision, 
in the hierarchy. Yet others may know alittle and infer the possibility 
of the rest in principle and expound it to others by His grace. 


By His grace | have been able to interpret and convey the essence 
of it in my work (M. Nyayavivarana). 


„|t was established in the opening Sutra 
Sari rarupakavinyastagrhiteh that the names and marks of import 
of Anyatraivaprasiddha category of words such as Avyakta, Prakrti, 


Jiva, Duhkhi, Baddha, etc implying inferiority of status in relation 
to others, liability change and suffering, nevertheless admit of 
Samanvaya in B., not in their literal sense but in an esoteric 
sense of being stationed in them all, decreeing by its sovereign 
will that these other entities be endowed with their respective 
natures and attributes, as they are, — which, when taken Up 


for Samanvaya in B. would make itclearthatas the final determinant 
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of existence of their different characteristics, the Supreme is 
esoterically entitled to be designated by these other terms, to 
highlight its majesty in the interest of demonstrating B's 
Sarvagunapürnatvam and Sarvadosaduratvam, for purpose of 
carrying out the Samanvaya of all Scriptural passages in B. 
without any exception, as per term of the Samanvaya Sütra. 


The main objection to the Samanvaya of the term Avyakta 
in B is advanced on the ground of the manner of wording of 
the relation between Avyakta and Purusa in terms which make 
Avyakta the 'avadhi' the starting point of comparison of its status 
in respect of B (Purusa). As the inferiority of Avyakta to Purusa 
would not fit in with its Samanvaya in B. the NS brings out 
the fact that this infieriority of status of Ayakta is not the expressed 
sense of the sentence Avyaktat Purusah Parah but is a deduction 
from it (arthikartha) And as againstthis the Siddhanta interpretation 
of this inferiority of status in terms of a Kartr-vyutpatti of the 
idea of 'avaratva' (as avarayati iti ‘avarah’ — one who makes 
another inferior) is sanctioned by Sanskrit Grammar. Its adoption 
in explaining the said relation consistent with the alignment of 
Avyakta with B. tho' evidently based on deductive reasoning 
(arthikartha) has greater claims to acceptance in the interest 
and requirement of Samanvaya of terms directly in B which is 
the theme of the Adhyáya as a whole and of each and every 


Pada thereof. 


The dismemberment of Pada IV and its adhikaranas from 
the purview of direct Samanvaya of all terms chosen for Samanvaya 
would be ultra vires and cannot be accepted. This subtle point 
of the common ground of appraoch to 'avaratva', between the 
two interpretations of Avyakta and of the others is well brought 
out by the commentary of Bidarahalli Srinivasacarya in his gloss 
: Yatra $abdato avaratvadikam pratiyate tatraisa vyavastha. Yatra 
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tu avaratvadikam arthatah praptam tatra svamyam api arthatah 
eva praptam ityevocyate. Natu avaraSabdarthataya vyakhyayate. 
Yena ‘na hyupapattinSabdavad Vyakhyanam arhati' ityukto virodho 
nama dusanam syad, ityaSayena samadhatte. 


There is still violation of established Pramanas in regard to 
Samanvaya of terms, like Avyakta, Jiva, Baddha, Duhkhi found 
to be actually used in Scriptural texts like Avyakto avyaktat (Gita. 
8.20) Karyakaranabaddhau tau (Mand. Up. ii.2) Jivena atmana 
(Chan. Up. VI 2.2) on the ground that it would be inconsistent 
with the comparatively inferior status of Avyakta in respect of 
Purusa given in Avyaktat Purusah parah (Katha Up. 1.3.11) not 
to mention that words like 'Baddha' which exhibit clear traces 


of blemish, which are incompatible with B's purity of being Niranisto 
niravadyah. 


The NS points out that this criticism is due to a total 
misconception that the Samanvaya as attempted in these 
circumsataces would give a death blow to B's purity of essence 
and freedom from all blemishes. For, as a matter of fact, the 
Samanvaya contemplated here is only from the point of view 
of Parama-Mukhyavrtti of the words and their Tatparyalingas, 
in keeping with the acknowledged high status of B as a Being 
of all perfections and free from all blemishes. Samanvaya does 
not do away with the existence of the otherTattvas, whose names 
and marks of import are aligned with B thro' Samanvaya in a 
sense that will enhance the status and majesty of B rather than 
bring it down. What is sought to be achieved thro’ Samanvaya 
is to bring out the fact that the attributes found in other entities 
and principles, such as they may be, are all of them "determined" 
by the eternal will and power of B. and that they owe their 
existence knowability and functioning in their own ways as 4 
result of this dispensation. These attributes which constitute their 
natures belong to them and inhere in them only. They do not 
inhere in B as a result of the Samanvaya. But they exist in 
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them not in their own right but by the will of the Lord and 
His dispensing authority and presence in them — as the Soul 
in the body (Sari rarüpakavinyasta). Good or bad they are theirs 
and remain in them and are not transferred to B, because of 
the Samanvaya. The Samanvaya only brings to light what is 
not widely known to us but only to a few great Jnànins that 
they are there in thoseTattvas of finite realitybecause the Supreme 
Being has willed them to be so. They do not contaminate the 
Lord because He is in them and controls the presence of those 
attributes of theirs, as they are. This highest principle of exegesis 
is not to be used indiscriminately to mean that the King is dead 
or injured or imprisoned when the soldier in his employ is reported 
dead or imprisoned, as it may give rise to untoward repercussions. 
thro misunderstanding : 


Bhrtyabandhadikam rajni rajno bandhadiyogatah 
Karanam saméayasya syad iti naiva prayujyate 
Amangalatvacchabdanam rajno yogàd amangale 
Apriyatvattu sabdasya syat prayoganivartanam 

Dosanam Visnugatvasya prajnadrstivyapeksaya 
Svatantryartham abhipretya dosagabdasca Visnavl 
Bahubhuktvam yathà doso nrsu naiva Harau kvacit (AV) 


The Jivas and other principles being exposed to ups and 
downs under the sovereign authority of B. as the Niyantr or 
Niyámaka is a reminder to us of B's sovereign authority as their 
controlling principle (niyamaka). The concept of Svatantrya in 
respect of niyantrtva presupposes complete immunity from being 
in any way personally affected by the joys and sorrows of others 
over whom the control is excercised, — unlike in the case of 
the King who is elated or upset by the success or defeat of 


his soldiers in battle. The Supreme Being while exercising control 


and authority (svamyam) over the vicissitudes of the Jivas or 


other Tattvas like Avyakta, remains completely unaffected in any 


way, by the changes or liability to joys and sorrows of the controlled. 
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This definition of Svātantrya (authority) in respect of the 
controllership (niyamakatva) is spelt out by Vyasatirtha in his 
TC : 


Svatantryam nama niyamaktve sati tada$rayaprayukta- 
nicatvayogyatvam iha vivaksitam 


This is because the Sruti declares that the Supreme B is neither 
uplifted nor shrinks on account of the acts of good or bad performed 
by those in whom it resides as the inner controller of all their 
activities and states of being : Na Karmana vardhate no kaniyan 
(Brh. Up. IV. 4. 23). The Sutra : Sambhogapraptir iti cenna 
vaiSesyat (B.S. 1.2.8) also expresses the same truth. 


The Acàrya rightly sounds a note of warning that this highest 
principle of Exegesis of Niyantrtva in regard to the employment 
of the appellative basis (pravrttinimitta) of terms is not to be 
applied promiscuously in such cases as saying that the King 
is dead or imprisoned when it is the soldiers under his employ 
who are dead or imprisoned. Such unbridled use or misuse of 
the principle would entail displeasure misconception or more 
serious repercussions in respect of persons who are actually 
liable to be affected favorably or unfavorably by what happens 
to their dependents. So in common parlance such extension 
of the principle of Tad-adhinatvad arthavat (B. S. 1. 4. 3) is 
not advisable. Statements in the Upanisads such as Etasya va 
Aksarasya Gargi Suryacandramasau vidhrtautist hatah and others 
like Pacyam$ca sarvan parinamayedYah, Sattvasyaisa Pravartakah 
(Svet Up. Ill. 12). Tatra tatra sthitoVusnus tattatcchaktiprabodhakah 
Eka eva MahaSaktih kurute sarvam anjasa, Tattejo viddhi 
mamakam (Gita) proclaim the same truth of the Lord's all- 
controllership, without being affected by their merits or demerits. 
These texts endorse that the merits and demerits of all finite 
reality subsist in them because of the indwelling Brahman. They 


NYAYASUDHA Tes 


do not sully B. The indwelling B. in Avyaktatattva (said to be 
inferior to Purusa) does not diminish in its stature because Avyakta 
as such is inferior to Purusa. That inferiority of Avyakta to Purusa 
is equally due to B's dispensation. What is there in this conception 
for any one to take objection? The Samanvaya of "Avyakta" in 
B. carried out in the ksthopanisad and placed in a position of 
inferiority to Purusa does not entail a corresponding inferiority 
of status in B. as such. All that it means is Avyakata-Prakrti's 
inferior status to B. in the gradation from indriyas onwards going 
up to B. is determined by the will of B, for purposes of highlighting 
the thesis of B's fulness of perfections and freedom from blemishes. 
It does not do away with the separate existence of the category 
of Prakrti or any other in the group mentioned below Avyakta. 
For instance, the Samanvaya of the term "Akasa" in B. in the 
Sutra Akàsas tallingat earlier, has not abolished the existence 
of Akaga as such as the source of Vayu or of Vayu of Agni 
in the evolutionary series. So in spite of its Samanvaya in B. 
Avyakta has its own place as MulaPrakrti. Its existence is not 
annulled or merged in B. Lest this central fact involved in Samanvaya 
should be forgotten, Raghavendra Tirtha's gloss provides a timely 
clarrification of the grammar of Samanvaya : Atra 
anyasya — amukhyavrttya pratipadyatvem — Upetya 
mukhyapratipadyatvasyaiva nirasat ‘Mukhyartha’ ityuktam. Anyatha 
Taratamyadyasiddhiprasangat (Ragh. TCP. p. 754 N. S. Press 
Edn). If these facts are kept in mind, much confusion of thought 
about the undesirable consequences of Samanvaya of names 
and marks of import of Brahman's possessing attributes, which 
if carried out in earnest would be highly derogatory to B's spotless 
purity of being, would be realised to be groundless. 


The Ácárya therefore clears all such possible misconceptions 


ertained by unmature minds due to wrong 
ure and scope of Samanvaya of these 


likely to arise or be ent 
assessment of the nat 
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Anyatraivaprasiddha class of words by not understanding that 
the object of Samanvaya is to uphold B's Niravadyatva and 
Niranistatva thro such a splendid process of Samanvaya in the 
interest of balancing both the authoritative statements 
about B. 


Namani sarvani yam àvi$anti predicates the Samanvaya of 
all names and marks of import in their highest primary application 
(à visanti) in keeping with its absolute freedom from all blemishes 
(niranista). In view of this criterion of Mahatatparya of Srutis, 
the only alternative left to us is to understand the predication 
of Samanvaya of this category of attributes as being present 
in B. in its absolute control, wherever found, in others as existing 
in them sustained only by its will and dispensation 
Niravakasa Srutidvayanyathanupapattya duhkhadiniyantrtvena 


duhkhadisabdapravrttir ityangi karena na Kapyanupapattih (NSP. 
177 b). 


This explains the possibility of Samanvaya of krdanta and 
Taddhitanta words such as Baddha and Duhkhi i. e. both primary 
nominal bases and Secondary derivatives. 


In the case of texts referring to inferiority of status such 
as Avyaktat Purusah Parah also the same principle of Svamya 
(sovereignty) in respect of Niyantrtva would suffice. 


A word like Baddha (applied to B, in the Mand. Up. Il.) merely 
tells us that the subject Brahman is connected with bondage 
(astyasmin ayam). It does not necessarily mean as in the other 
case of Tasminscanyo mayaya sanniruddhah (Svet. Up.) that 
B itself is subject to suffering or is bound (Baddah). As the 
determining power behind another's bondage, one may also call 
it Baddha, Duhkhi, in so far as B conrols the bondage of the 
Souls, instead of itself being subject to bondage. So, long as 


the exact relation of such bandha and duhkha to the person 


concerned remains unknown and unspecified, it is open to us 
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to take it in the sense of one who makes others inferior : Avarayati 
ityavarah, a verbal noun derived by taking the substrate in its 
root sense Pratipadikat dhatvarthe iti nyantebhyah 
pacadyac on the lines of causal derivatives. An objection may 
be put forward that such an explanation may be all right in 
the case of single words. But the idea of inferiority of status 
conveyed by the Vakyartha cannot be so easily resolved. 


Our answer is : in the case of Avyakta the ablative case 
Avyaktat merely conveys that 'Avyakta' has inferiority in relation 
to the superiority of Purusa as the starting point (avadhi) of 
the comparison. But that does notnecessarily mean that it cannot 
be explained when the same term Avyakta is understood to 
mean Prakrti itself. outside the context of its Samanvaya in its 
hierarchic recital : Indriyebhyah para hyarthah ending with Purusa. 
It must be remembered that Avyakta takes the sense of B only 
for purposes of Samanvaya of all words in B — but not when 
it is included in the hierarchic gradation of Tativas passing 
thro' Avyakta and ending with B. called Purusa. Avyakta retains 
its identity as Prakrti outside the topic of Samanvaya and in 
that context it is certainly inferior to B. But when it is made 
the subject of Samanvaya in B. its connotaion changes and in 
that situation itis no longer the Jada-Prakrtiin its higher connotation 
for purposes of Samanvaya. Avyaktat Purursah Parah holds true 
when it applies to Avyakta as such in its normal sense. At the 
Samanvaya stage, the name Avyakta refers to B. as the highest 
Avyakta subtlest principle which is stationed in it (vinyasta) as 
the determining power which has bestowed on Avyakta its 
appellative basis (pravrttinimitta) of being called “Avyakta" (the 
subtle one) in relation to others lower down in the gradational 
scale. 


The NS points out that in respect of the Samanvaya of words 
like Duhkhi, Baddha, it need not necessarily be taken to signify 
a relation of inherence between B and the attributes of duhkha, 
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bandha, etc; for the formative suffixes in 'Baddha, Duhkhi, etc 
merely tell us that the person concerned stands in some king 
of relation to duhkha, bandha etc : Tad asya asti asmin iti. This 
grammatical sense of the affix does not specify the precise relation 
in which it should be taken to apply to the person concerned. 
This relation need not always be one of inherence 
(Samavaya). The relation of Svamya (being master of the presence 
of that relation with another) is also a possibility, other things 
being equal and where the relation of inherence is not possible 
or would be inapplicable (to B) as in the present case of the 
description of B as Karyakaranabaddhau tau isyete Visvataijasau 
(Mànd Up) where the term Visva, Taijasa etc are used to denote 
the Antaryami Forms of B. in the Waking and dream states of 
the Jivatman. according to Dvaita interpretation. For details see 
Mahatatparya of Mahavakyas p.110. 


Thus, once the right clue to the actual nature and purpose 
of Samanvaya of Anyatraivaprasiddha words and marks of import 
as explained here is kept in mind, it would not be difficult to 
find a proper explanation of the use of such terms as Baddha 
to B. as part of Samanvaya, by way of Upalaksana in regard 
to the term anumanika in the Sütra. In principle the Sütras are 
Vi$vatomukha and are intended to cover similar instances. This 
is what the Sutra Gatisamanyat also suggests. Upalaksana 
(extension) is a well recognised Principle of exegesis (as in 
Kakebhyo dadhi raksyatam. The secondary derivative suffix 'matup’ 
would be enough to include other relations than inherence, as 
can be seen from such usages as Go-man Caitrah (one who 
keeps many cows). The suffix ‘matup' (man) here does not mean 
that the cows inhere in Caitra. His relation to them is one of 
being their master (svamya) as in another case of Putra-van, 
which includes ever so many others of its kind. The term 
acaksate affirms the continuity of this Arsa tradition from time 
immemorial in Vedic usage. Another text from the A. ii, 3, 8 
: Yad vava Om iti yacca neti Yacca krüram yacca ulbanisnu tad 
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viyüya Kavayo anvavindan Namayatta samatrpyan śrte 'dhi" speaks 
of all such words or syllables such as OM, terms like "na" (negative) 
and others which express the sense of whatis cruel, or inscrutable 
in sense or verbally so, in short all words in the repertory of 
the Vedic language refer to Brahman as their esoteric sene based 
on Maháyoga and Vidvadrüdhi. The great sages (Kavayah) diving 
deep (viyüya) into their recesses realise that they throw new 
light on the names of the Lord Namayatta 
(namaprakasanataya namadhinani) and become fully satisfied 
by realising the glory of of the Lord as reflected in His 
names : 


Sabdanam api sarvesam Namavitkrtakrtyata (AV) 


The words of the Sruti "tam etam eva santam" (He who is 
already ‘Satarcin) and other examples of names like Vamadeva. 
Bharadvaja and Visvamitra by way of illustration followed by the 
solemn declaration Sarve Vedah sarve ghosah sarva rcah 
Pranarca ityeva vidyat supported by the etymological explanation 
of such names shows how they apply to B. 

Satarcyadigabdopalaksitanam sarvaSabdanam Vidvadrüdhim 
dargayati "ityácaksata" ityuktatvad Yasmat tam bahuvaram darSayati 
tato jnayate tatparyad eva na tu prasangikatvena iti (NS.). The 
words "Etam eva santam" (who is already 'Satarcin' and emphatic 
particle "eva") leave no room for doubt that their application 
to Brahman on the basis of Maháyogavrtti is far more binding 
than their worldly usage (lauikikarughi). The NS puts the whole 
argument behind Mahayoga and Vidvadrüdhi as applied to B. 
in a nutshell - Etam eva Paramátmánam Satarcyadinamartham 
santam uktena yogena gatarcyadisabdava 
Vidvamsah Madhucchandahprabhrti mstu rudharthan amukhyatah 
ityadyarthasya padadvayasamarthyena pratiteh, Santam ityanena 
agangam Gangetyacakate yatha na tatha Harim iti mukyarthata 
ucyate. Tadupapadanartham acaksate iti nirvacanam ca 
SampagnvateweAvadhananenamr tu anys svo Recent 


cyam acaksate 
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mukhyarthatvam pratisidhyate. Na ca sarvatha pratisedho yukyah- 
Tatah Parame$vara-samakaksyataya Vacyatvapratisedho jnàyate 
(NS). 


Thus understood in its proper setting and bearings. the 
Mahasamanvaya of the entire Scriptual heritage in Brahman thro 
Vidvadrüdhi and Mahayoga can be seen neither to conflict with 
nor to nullify the authenticity of worldly usage of the same words, 
texts and contexts in regard to their applicablity to the realm 
of the various gods of the Sacrificial system and other apara 
Vidyás. The Acárya makes it clear that acceptance of 
Paramamukhyavrtti of words in regard to B. should notbe construed 
to mean that elsewhere than in B. these words can at best 
be taken to apply to other things than B. only on the basis 
of Laksanà as in Ayo dahati (the iron rod is burning), when 
itis the fire that is really burning. The difference between Parama 
mukhyavrtti and Mukhyavrtti is governed by the criterion of B. 
being entitled to the application of Scriptural words primarily 
as the ultimate source which determines the association and 
application of various terms to all other entities in finite reality 
by its eternal fiat (sankalpa) reserving to itself their frequency 
of reference to itself (prayogabhaulya) among the initiate while 
giving a limited range of expressiveness and etymological power 
to words in worldly usage thro common rüdhi and Yoga. In this 
sense, the two standpoints of Sabdavrtti are based on Mukhyavrtti, 
with this difference that one is the ' 'Paramamukhyavrtti and the 
other Mukhyavrtti as different from laksanavrtti which operates 


only in the event of mukhyarthànupapatti (incompatiblity of the 
mukhyavrtti on other grounds.) 


This vital point is clarifed by the NS : 'We admit that there 
is both Yoga and rüdhi in respect of such names as Indra and 
Purandara in regard to those deities. At the same time, we hold 
that they are there because their application to them is determined 
even in their limited range of application of their meanings by 
the sovereign will of God in the opinion of Srutis as understood 
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by the seers of the Arsa tradition and communicated to us thro 
their pronouncements. The ascending scale of values is based 
on the law of Semantics that what is denoted by a particular 
word or its meaning because of the immanence of another principle 
that determines its nature of attributes can only be deemed 
to be secondarily entiled to be denoted by that word, as may 
be seen from the example Ayo dahati or the sweetmeat is 
sweet : 


Ito hi rüdhità anyesàm upajivyatvam atra hi 
Tatsiddhis tadapeksa ca, Sa apeksa ca Haricchayà (AV) 


According to the ancient Grammarian Sakatayana the meanings 
of words rest on Yoga only and there is no such thing as 
rüdhi. When such etymological significance is not evident, it is 
to be sought in the Unadi suffixes. But this misses the point 
tat in the last analysis, the assocation of particular meanings 
to the roots and the suffixes themselves are to be based on 
accepted conventions (rüdhi) and the appeal to Unadis cannot 


carry one very far. 


Some thinkers do not recognise the need of Yogarudhi in 
the classification of words from the point of view of their mode 
of operation on the ground that Yogavrtti rests on the meaning 
of the component parts while rudhi is arbitary (akhanda) in the 
sense that it does not take into account the avayavartha and 
the two are not found together to warranta separate classification. 
This is not a sound argument. We do not hold that 
Yogarudhi is a cross of the two. It is something distinct from 
both, a class by itself, as rudhalaksana is not the same as Laksana 
proper or rüdhagauni from bare Gani, as they operate in actual 
usage. In the case of Yogarudhi it differs from kevalarudhi in 
so far as it depends on satisfying the requirement of the appellative 
basis of application and from Kevalayoga in that it draws support 
from constant usage (prayogabahulya). Therefore it is entitled 


to a separate status. 


m Änumānika Adhikaranam 


This Mukhyavrtti is of two kinds - Upalaksana and Gauni, 
These constitute the three main types of Sabdavrtti according 
to the Acarya. The Vyanjanavrtti of the Alamkarikas is brought 
underVacanalingakanumana. As evenVyanjanavrtti has to depend 
on Tatparya and as Taparya depends on harmonisation of 
Tatparyalingas headed by Upapatti as the basis of all others, 
it will be within the competence of Anyathanupapattilinga in 
cases of 'avacakaSabdaprayoga (as in Gaccha gacchasi cet) 
when the choice of words is within the discretion of the speaker, 
one can arrive at the meaning thro the same Vacanalinga and 
dispense with Vyanjana : Vaktaryayatte sabdaprayoge avacaka 
sabdaprayoganyathanupapattya vivaksitarthantara- 
bodhasambhavena tadartham Vyanjanarüpa-vrttyantarasya 
anavakaSah. 


Mukhyavrtti itself as already explained consists of 
Paramamukhya and Mukhyavrtti. The former plays the leading 
role in the Samanvaya of Sastra in B. It consists of Mahayoga 
and Maharudhiyoga. The former is based on plenitude of the 
appellative basis (pravrttinimitta) of the words employed to denote 
the subject intended to be referred to Viz Brahman and 
inexhaustibility of its appellative basis in its range (niravadhika). 


There is no possibility of Maharudhi at all. Vidvadrudhi (usage 
of the learned) is based on etymological fullness. 
Mahayogarüdhi rests on fulfilment of the appellative basis of 
the names employed to the maximum extent and range combined 
with a knowledge of the Lord's being the sole independent Source 
and abode (aSraya) of such appllative basis in its enlarged range: 


Gauni vrtti and Laksanavrtti are two distinct conscepts. Gauni 
consists in applying a given term to another entity by extension 
on the basis of its being charactised by a similar attribute tO 
the one on hand : Sadrsagunáérayatva - nimittà pararthe vrttih- 
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Such Gauni can be distinguished into rüdha based on crystallised 
ways of figurative speech which have come to stay in language, 
as a clay image of a cow is referred to as a Cow.. Gauni not 
based on such crystallised usage (a-rudha) is based on 
circumstantial grounds, as when a Barbarian with unorthodox 
habits and behavior is denigrated as "a cow", — an "animal" 
Gaur Vàhikah. 


Two of the definitions of Gaunivrtti adopted by Alankarikas 
in their works : Svarthasahacarino gunah jadyamandyadayo 
laksayamana gosabdasya Vahike vrttau nimittam and 
Svarthasahacari gunabhedena Pararthagata guna eva laksyante 
are treated as falling within the scope of Laksana itself in the 
NS. Similarly, the Acarya's definition of Laksanavrtti as 
Mukhyarthasambandha-nimittà vrttir Laksana in brief terms is 
shown to be preferable to other earlier definitions ofthe Alamkarikas 


like Mammata such as : 
Abhldheya - avinabhuta - pratitir Laksana 


which tho valid so far as the stock example of Gangayam ghosah 
is concerned is too wide and open to overpervasion in some 
other cases such as Mancáh kroganti, where the 'avinabhava' 
invariable concomitance is not a permanent one. Even if such 


'avinabhava' is restricted temporally, there is bound to be 
erence of the existence of fire 


ther person about the 


underpervasion in a case of inf 
on the basis of an oral report from ano 
existence of smoke. 

the implications of the thesis of 
Sarvasabdasamanvaya in B. the Acarya refers to the authority 
of the Arsa tradition recorded in the A. A. which speaks of each 
and every combination ‘samhita’ of different Varnas (phonetic 
syllables) in word-building throughout the texts of the Vedas 
as reflecting the impress of the two constituent syllables na 
and sa (nakára and sakara) which form part of the word 


Summing. up 


dod Anumanika Adhikaranam 


'Vi-e-nu', in their word-formation and that therefore the Study 
of the Mantras should be made with this deeper understanding 
that they all breathe the majesty of B. as their supreme content 
and theme of mystic interpretaion and realisation without prejudice 
to their referring to other themes of worldly interest of Aparavidyà 
and their accepted conventional senses of the words by ordinary 
Mukhyavrtti 


Nakaram ca Sakaram ca balacestatmakam vadan 
Visnunamártharüpatvam samhitader athabravit 
Tadjnànapürvakatvena Samhitadhyayanam tatha (AV) 


The two syllables na and sa form part of the name Visnu. They 
express the idea of power (bala) and all movement and activity 
of life (Cesta) - sic "ana". The prefix (upasarga Vi signifies the 
plenitude of these two attributes (vi-visesena) in B (called Visnu). 
The suffix 'un' conveys the sense of these attributes being natural 
to Brahman as constituing Its essential nature : 


Upasargatvato vestu tacchilyarthad unas tathà 
Na-karasca sa-karasca nàmarüpatayà matau 


Expounding the above the NS writes : After showing how the 
syllables Na and Sa bring out the nature of B as the sustaining 


power behind all Cosmic life and activity, the Sruti text goes 


on to say Whosoever studies the verses of the Vedas made 
up of the coalition of various syllables forming part of the words 
throughout as shot through and through with Significance of the 
meaning of the two syllables of the name of Visnu (Brahman) 
knows the real meaning of the Vedas, as the syllables na and 
$a represent the basic roots So-antakarmani and Nu stutau and 


take the prefix (Upasarga) 'Vi' in the sense of superabundance 


of those attributes. As roots have more than one meaning, the 
meaning of bala and prána given to them in the present text 
of the A. A. is one of the many Meanings of the roots. Hence 
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there is no difficulty in including the concepts of bala and Cesta 
in the root sense of So antakarmani and nu stutau by way of 
extension." The suffix un signifies inclination (tacchilya). 


Thus, the Pada-samanvaya (word by word Samanvaya) as 
well as of the stems and suffixes is authenticated by the 
Arsa tradition and has therefore been mooted by the 
Sütrakára in the scheme of Samanvaya in this Pada in terms 
of Mahasamanvaya based on Mahayoga andVidvadrüdhi, without 
prejudice to Vakyanvaya in the earlier Padas. The Sruti texts 
in support of both these ways of Samanvaya have already been 
quoted in the earlier contexts. It will be seen that once words 
like Indra, Agni and the like in the Samhita are shown to refer 
to the Supreme B. in the highest primary sense, the Vakyanvaya 
of entire Srutis addressed to the various deities and names 
of principles like Akaga, Prana, Jyotis, Gayatri, Antara, Vaisvanara 
also fall in line with the requirements of Vakyanvaya without 
any difficulty as expressing the ideas of B's nature of being 
unlimited by Space time and auspicious attributes as the 
etymological sense of the word Brahman from Brh vrddhau which 
stands for a being unlimited by space, time and metaphycial 
attributes —Trividhapurti vāci hi Brahmasabdah. The 
Sütra Sarvatra prasiddhopadesat is sufficient evidence of B's 
unlimitedness in space and time. The whole subject of 
Gunopasamhara in Adhyaya III Pada 3 of the Brahmasutras bears 
eloquent testimony to its Gunapurnatva. The complete 
demonstration of the thesis of B's Sarvaguna purnatà cannot 
possibly be achieved by the Samanvaya of only a part of the 
Scriptures or of the Karanavakyas alone. This extensive and 
extended Samanvaya has been expounded with reference to the 
contextual bearings of various adikaranas in the first three Padas 
comprising the texts and contexts of the Srutis falling under 
the classifications of Anyatraprasiddha and Ubnayattaprasiudna 


names and marks of import. 
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It is in the nature and fitness of things that this last Pada 
of the Samanvayadhyaya should be devoted to the Somanvaya 
of Anyatraiva-prasiddha names and marks of import as well as 
those which pose a threat to the undisputed sovereignty of B 
on various grounds which have been pinpointed in the Purvapaksas 
of the Adhikaranopadhis of the last Pada by the Acarya, as 
we have already seen. 


eee ofe 
maa EE Eee 


1. cf. Paroksapriya ivahi devah Pratyaksadvisah (A. A) 
2. VIII 20 Narayanah Paro Avyaktat (S. G. B) 


3. As regards the Krdanta form 'Buddha' the primary suffix (ta) is 
admissible in the accusative sense also (Karmartha) by the 
Sutra Tayor eva kritya-kta khalarthah. Baddhasabdasyabandham 
prati karmatvam pravrttinimittam. Tad Yasya asti tatra sa sabdo 
bhavati. Yatra asti iti sambandhamatram pratiyate Sambandhavisese 
pramanabhavat (NS). This does not prevent the word Baddha from 
being applied to the Person who controls another's liability to such 
bondage. Jivagatabandham prati svamyam Brhmanah asti. 


4. Gaccha gacchasi cet Kanta panthanas santu te sivah 
Mamapi janma tatraiva bhiyat yatra gato bhavan 


(quoted in Dhvanyaloka) 
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Chapter-2 
JYOTIRUPAKRAMADHIKARANAM 
(i, 4, 10-11) 


D'OTOTULA POOR UU CU se eee o> ee ee eee oes 


This adhi. establishes in B. the direct Samanvaya, illustratitively, 
of various Anyatraivaprasiddha category of names falling under 
the purview of. texts and contexts of the Karmakanda parts of 
the Vedic tradition. A typical case is provided by the well known 
text - Vasante vasante Jyotisa yajeta which, literally understood, 
means one shall perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice every Spring. 
The difficulty about these Karmakanda texts is they contain 
references to names of different sacrifices and their subsidiaries, 
the Season when they should be performed the dravyas 
(substances to be offered), the invocations to be uttered and 
call words like svaha, agaccha, vasat, vausat, phat, etc. 


A Samanvaya of such words in B. would naturally involve 
the splitting of words into their component parts of stem and 
termination with root meanings of their own welded together 
including syllables forming part of them, their accents etc. all 
of them to be rounded off to convey some significant attribute 
of B. There can be no two opinions that such a program of 
Samanvaya would involve and demand the employment of an 


extraordinary repertoire of linguistic and grammatical technique 


With all their niceties and nuances of thought and expression 
andtheir symbolisms.The working out of such details into complete 
patterns would be a Herculean task not only beyond the equipment 
of many average aspirants but is bound to go over their heads 
and send them reeling. One may therefore legitimately wonder 
if itis at all necessary to or worth while to launch such a kind 


of Samanvaya. 

hat the Acarya has already made 
and levels of Samanvaya are 
re gradations of Adhikarins 


It may be remembered t 
it clear that the highest forms 
not meant for all and that there à 
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for Brahmavidya in an ascending scale from men to Rsis and 
Devatas ending with the Catrumukha Brahma, to whom the Sruti 
says the Supreme Being revealed the Scriptures in the begining 
:Yo brahmanam vidadhati pürvamYo vai vedamécaprahinoti tasmai. 
The purpose of Scriptural references to the countless attributes 
of B. is for their meditation according to the Yogyata of different 
types and orders of Adhikarins. These Adhikarins for Brahmavidya 
have been classified as Sarvaprakasas, Antahprakasas and 
BahihprakaSas under the terms of Upasatraividhya referred to 
in B.S. i,1, 31. The present Samanvaya of the intricacies of 
the karmakanda texts is based onthe technique of Mahasamanvaya 
thro' Vidvadrudhi and Mahayoga. The Brahmasutras are the 
Para-Vidya, the master-key to the understanding of the full measure 
of the majesty of B. in the words of the Sūtra 
Sarvavedantapratyayam, to be known as the primary import of 
the Sastras in the light of the conclusions (anta) of the Vedic 
message as authoritatively established by the Brahma 
Mimamsa Sástra. : The compound is dissolved as a Vyadhikarana 
Bahuvrihi. As the inheritor of the Arsa tradiiton of 


KaSchandasam Yogam aveda dhirah (R.V. X 114, 9). 

Ta và etàs sarva rcah sarve Vedah sarve ghosah 

ekaive vyahrtih Pranarca ityeva Vidyat (A. A. Il 2. 2) 
Etam hyeva Bahvrcà mahatyukthe mimamsante etam 
Agnavadhvaryavah etam Mahavrate Chandogah (A. A, 111.2.3) 


Madhva brings to bear on the interpretation of these sublime 
pronouncements à deep Mystic vision which perceives God not 
only in the Samanvaya of the names of the gods and the Rsis 
but in the sounds of the roaring of the waves of the Ocean 


and the thunder of the clouds but in thud of falling trees in 


the forests : Kimu ca Vedah? Samudra-Megha-vrksa-patana- 


bheritadanadayah sarve ghosah tasyaiva namani yathayogam 
yojaniyani (C. on A. A.) 
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It is in the fitness of things that a great Mystic of such high 
stature should dive deep into the recesses of Mahasamanvaya 
of Karmakanda texts a/so, as part of the all-round Samanvaya 
of all parts of the Vedic heritage and not only of the Upanisads. 
Traces of the acknowledgement of the truth of the Acarya's stand 
can be detected in Sankara's pronouncement : Yathoktam 
Rgvedadi Sástram yonih pramanam asya Brahmano 
yathavatsvarupavagame (S.BSBi,1,3). The possibility of B's being 
the subject of the recitation of the Brhatisahasra by the Rg.- 
Vedins and by the Samavedins in Mahavrata rites recognised 
by S in his c. on B.S. iii. 3, 4. clearly points to the fact that 
the Samanvaya of Karmakanda texts in B. is accepted by S. 
in principle. It cannot therefore be said that a Samanvaya of 
Karmakanda texts is not contemplated by the SUtrakara and that 
there is no justification for the Acarya to have launched such 
a full fledged Samanvaya in respect of the Karmakanda texts. 


The reason why other Commentators have not taken 
the natural course of interpreting the fourth Pada of the 
Samanvayadhyaya in terms of direct Samanvaya in B., but have 
side - tracked it, is their antipathy to giving Prakrti its rightful 
place inVedanta, as the material Cause of the Universe. Sankara's 
Commentary oni, 1, 5 forecloses the claims of Prakrti to have 
its rightful place in the philosophy of the Upanisads, by damning 


it as AS$abdam. 


But the Prakrti tattva is mot the monopoly of Atheistic 
Sánkhya. It goes by the other name of Avyakta in the Upanisads. 
The invocatory verse in S's Gitabhasya speaks of B. (Narayana) 
as transcending Avyakta which is the material stur of 
Brahmanda. The Gita which is one of the Prasthanatraya gives 
it an important place along with Purusa and calls them both 
curis aren rector clt (olen aUo a Cy cea ae 
Sutrabhasya) speaks of the Supreme B. Sen Pragaan 
Purusas by entering into them and enabling them to bring the 


world of name and form into existence : 
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Prakrtim Purusam caiva pravi$ya āśu Mahe$varah 
Ksobhayamasa samprapte Sargakale vyayavyayau (1.2. 29) 


Both Prakrti and Purusa are recognised in the Svet. Up.as existing 
under the control of B: 


Jnàjnau dvau. Ksarátmànau i$ate Deva ekah. 


There is such a thing as "Vaidika-Sankhya" Daréana in the 
Upanisadic tradition from which Nirisvara sankhya had parted 
company. But it was again revived in the Yoga system, which 
makes room for Prakrti and purusa along with lsvara in its 
metaphysics as in the Epics and the Puranas. The Bhagavata 
Purana spells out the twentyfour Tattvas of Sankhya : 


Pancabhih pancabhir brahma caturbhir dasbhis tatha 
Etat Caturvimsatikam ganam Pradhanikam viduh 
(IM: 27. 12). 


Looked at properly from this perscpective, it is impossible to 
do away with Prakrti or outlaw it from the domain of the 
Sa&tra. The Sütrakàra could not have been unaware of the status 
of Prakrti in the Arşa tradition. The very fact that the 
Sütrakara's objection to Prakrti of the Niri$vara Sànkhya (in the 
Il adhyaya) is grounded in the impossibility of se/f-direction 
(svatahpravrtti) of any insentient Principle without the actuating 
agency of an intelligent being (Cetana), shows that the criticism 
against the Sankhya is based on the ground of its Atheistic 
approach, which comes out clearly in the wording of the 
Sutra : Payombuvaccet tatrapi under which S. himself says 
Sastradrstya tu punah sarvatraiva Isvarapeksatvam 
apadymanam na paranudyate (ii, 2, 3) which shows that Sankara 
could not conscientiously ‘object to it, if Prakrti is freed from 
the clutches of Niri$vara Sankhya and restored to its proper 
place under the control of the Lord. This is what Acarya Madhva's 
rejection of the charge of Agabdatva of Prakrti is intended to 
drive home. S's righteous indignation against Nirigvara Sankya 
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giving on independent status to Prakrti should not have been 
carried with a vegeance to disowning the very existence of Prakrti 
in the philosophical thought of the Upanisads and banishing it 


' from the domain of the Sa&tra altogehter. It is this aspect of 


the problem thatAcarya M's opposition to the charge of ASabdatva 
of Prakrti is intended to correct. With its correction, the way 
will be cleared of all difficulties for the highest Samanvaya of 
all texts including those which speak of Avyakta or Prakrti in 
B. in the interest of their Mahasamanvaya in B. It is for this 
reason that M. disagrees with S's interpretation of "a$sbdam" 
as directed against Prakrti, which has a necessary logical 
pertinence to the topic of direct Sabdasamanvaya of all categories 
of Scriptural terms and their marks of import in B. in a manner 
that would justify its conception as a Being of all perfecitons 
and free from all blemishes, which is the root meaning or the 
term Brahman itself, whose Jijnasa thro’ Sastra, a body of texts, 
is insisted upon : Sastrad eva pramanad Jagato 
Janmadikaranam Brahma adhigamyate, as S himself puts it. 


TheAcarya also corrects the misconception that the Samanvaya 
contemplated by the Sütrakara is linked only with the 
as understood by S. and others. 


Káranavákyas (creation texts) 
Pádas as has been brought 


The internal evidence of the first three 
out in our survey of the Anumanikadhikarana (See p. ante) leaves 
no doubt that the Samanvaya carried out by the 
Sütrakára in the first three Padas is definitely and incontestably 
far wider in scope than one of Karanavakyasamanvaya alone. 
It is needless to recapitulate those evidences again. Once the 
misconception of the Samanvaya being limited to Karanavakyas 
alone is removed and keeping in mind the basic purpose of 
Samanvaya of Sastra in B, the opening of the doors of Samanvaya 
to the Karmakanda texts also in principle cannot be Ghestioned 
irrespective of the enormous difficulties of demonstrating thau 
Samanvaya.The intricacies involved in successfully implementing 
such a Samanvaya could not have deterred the Sutrakara in 
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doing so, at least by way of an illustration in principle and as 
a guide line to higher orders of Adhikarins recognised by the 
Sruti and the Sūtra itself, as pointed out earlier (Chan. Up. 8.7.2 
Brh. Up. i.4.10). 


To break away from the main subject matter of Samanvaya 
in Brahman and side track it in this particular Pàda alone is, 
to say the least, going against the integral unity of theme set 
before the | Adhyaya as an undivisible whole of four parts converging 
on the same main theme. No commentator has the right for 
any reason, least of all because of its being an up hill task. 
Instead, the way in which it has been turned into establishing 
A$abdatva of Prakrti leaves much to be desired. The first and 
foremost defect it suffers from is that out of the eight adhikaranas 
which constitute this Pada only three are devoted to proving 
the A$abdatva of Prakrti while the other five (majority) have 
nothing in common with the issue of Prakrti's ASabdatva. For 
example, according to S. the Karanatvadhikarana is devoted to 
removing internal discrepancies in the order of Evolution of the 
tattvas in the different creation texts (Karya-vigana) the 
Jagadvacitvadhi which has been interpreted in terms of Jivatman 
as also the Vakyanvayadhi and the Prakrtyadhi., the latter as 
devoted to setling whether B is to be accepted as the 
nimittakarana alone or both the nimitta and Upadanakarana and 
the Etena-adhikarana as a dismissal of the theory of Atomic 
genesis, and Sunyavada etc. This makes the fourth Pada a jumble 
of odds and ends and a patch work without a cohesive unity 
of theme, which cannot pass muster when a better account of 
the Pada as committed to a single purpose and objective, organically 
connected with thenomenclature of the Adhyayais to be preferred, 
as the most authentic one. It is in this light and perspective 
that the Acarya’s interpretation of the IV Pada is to be evaluated. 


If a refutation of the claims of Prakrti to Jagatkaranatva is 
called for, before proceeding with the demonstration of Samanvaya 
of Sastra in B., one should expect it to be taken up immediately 
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after B. had been defined as Jagatkarana and the Sastra had 
been pronounced to be the authority for it. The emphasis on 
Brahman alone as the Jagatkarana in Tatt tu in Sutra 4 would 
have been more meaningful if the claims of Prakrti had been 
knocked on the head then and there as a$abdam. Or else, it 
should have been taken up immediately after the affirmation 
of Samanvaya in B. instead of taking it for granted and reserving 
it to the end of the Adhyaya with an anticipatory dismissal in 
Iksater na a$abdam giving Prakrti a bad name as A$abdam 
and hanging it — a name which is by no means an accepted 
current coin for "Prakrti". If the Sütrakara wanted to come out 
openly against Prakrti, he could as well have used the right 
word Prakrti in Sūtra 5 as Iksater na Prakrtihinstead of "A$abdam" 
which again has a denotation in respect of Brahman itself in 
the Upanisads describing B. as Aábdam arüpam avyayam etc. 
To cap it all, nowhere in any accredited ancient work of the 
Nirisvara Sankhya system quoted by S. himself or known to 
us has enlisted the support of the Érutis in support of its stand 
that Prakrti is the Cause of the World to the exclusion of an 
intelligent cause. 


To revert to our main topic, the Visayavakya of the Jyotir 
adhi. according to the Acarya is Vasante Vasante Jyotisa yajeta. 
The, purpose of the Sütra is to establish the Samanvaya of 
this text and many others of the same type by extension 
(upalaksana) Tho the Visayavakya begins with the word Vasanta, 
the SUtrakara has given precedence to the term Jyotis (short 
for Jyotistoma), as it is the name of a standard ‘sacrifice’ whose 
subsidiaries and other connected appurtenances are all fully 
mentioned in the originative text. The word Jyotih in the Sütra 
isthe subject of the proposition of which 'Brahman' is thepredicate, 
in keeping with the principle followed throughout the 
Samanvayadhyaya (Cf. Anandamayo Brahma,’ Pranamayo Brahma, 
Annamayo Brahma etc.) The term Upakramat’ adhi yate signifies 
that some Vedic Sakhins like Aitareyins, in the present case, 
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recite (adhiyate) in a well-known passage (hi) that all the Recas 
(hymns) all the Vedas, nay, all the sounds are to be understoog 
(vidyat) as Rcas addressed to "Prana" (Brahmah). This 
pronouncement is preceded in the Ait. Aranyaka by a reference 
to the names of several Seers ofVedic hymns like Madhucchandas 
Vi$vamitra, Bharadvaja, Grtsamada and others and speaks of 
their names as the names of the Supreme Prana Himself, in 
their etymological sense originally and concludes with a 
pronouncement that not only the names of the Rsis but all the 
Reas, all the Vedas and all sounds (such as of the roar of the 
Seas, the thunder of the clouds and sounds of the falling trees) 
shall be understood to be Rcas addressed to Prana (B). The 
word Sarve Vedah is obviously inclusive of the Karmakanda as 
well, which are part of the Vedic corpus. The text therefore applies 
to the Samanvays of not only the texts from the Upanisads but 
of the hymns and texts of the Karmakànda as well, without any 
invidious distinction and this is drawn attention to by the opening 
word of the Sutra Jyoyir upakramat tu tatha hyadhiyate eke.. 
For, the ablative form (Upakramat) adhiyate is an idiomatic usage, 
pointing to an ellipsis Upakramam vidhaya (krtva), just as in 
the idiomatic usage of Prasadat preksate (the King surveys the 
people moving in the streets by going up the stairs of the palace) 
This is known as lyablope pancami (an elliptical usage) : Prasadam 
Sruhya preksate. Thus the Acarya's way of construing the text 
(reading upakramat tu instead of Upakrama tu, as in Sankara) 
not only in a wider sense of Vakyanvaya in that all these Sacrifices 
(like Jyotistoma), prescribed inthe Karmakanda are to be performed 
as worship of the Supreme Brahman, as advised in the Gita 
: Aham hi sarvayajnanam, bhokta ca Prabhur eva ca. Tat kurusva 
madarpanani and in the Aranyaka text Etam hyeve Bahvrea 
Mahatyukthe mimamsante Etam Mahavrate Chandogah .... quoted 
by S. also (B. S. iii, 3, 4) but also as referring to its august 
attributes conveyed by each and every word, compound or single, 
inclusive of their grammatical Constituent parts, roots, terminations, 
and syllables, words in all parts of speech, whether nouns, verbs 
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or indeclinables. Such a process of Samanvaya would naturally 
involve the employment of Mahayogavrtti highest etymological 
analysis and application andVidvadrudhi, the usage of the learned 
ones in Vedic exegesis as contemplated on the authority of 
Scriptural pronouncements such as : 


Tad viyüya Kavayo anvavindan 
Nàmayattà samatrpyan $rte dhi (A. A. ii, 3.8) 


"Sifting allthat, the wise ones understoodallthe cases of application 
resting on words. With ripened understanding thus obtained they 
reached the contentment of Moksa" 


The inclusion of the word upakramat "after making a beginning" 
- Upakaramam vidhyaya, is to focus attention on the actual resort 
to Mahayoga andVidvad-rudhi in the origninal text ofthe Aranyaka, 
which makes use of Mahayoga and Vidvad rudhi in proclaiming 
: Tava etās sarva rcah sarve vedah ghosah ekaiva vyahrtih 


Pranarca ityeva Vidyat. 


Before entering into the details of Etymological Samanvaya 
of the wording of the Visayavakya : Vasante vasante 
Jyotisa yajeta in B. as explained by the Acarya, the NS reviews 
and disposes of the counter arguments that may be brought 
forward against the acceptance of the Samanvaya of the 
Karmakanda texts in B, word by word on grounds of the impropriety, 
improbability and impracticability of attuning each and every word 
of the texts of Karmakanda functioing of their parts of speech 


as nouns, verbs indeclinables etc entering into a syntactic relation 


to produce an overall meaning and a consolidated judgment 


by way of Parasparanvaya of parts. 


Prima facie, these counter arguments seem to be staggering. 
They run : Is B. to be the meaning of the sentence as a whole 
or of its component parts of each separate word, coalescing 
to form a totality of meaning? It cannot be the former, as the 


overall meaning is presented to our understanding, in this case 
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(of Vasante yajeta) as an injunction that the sacrifice called 
Jyotisoma is to be performed by a fit person and this import 
emerges only from the sentence taken as a whole. The second 
alternative is also out of the question. For, it will have to be 
clarified if in the separate words they carry, the sense of "Brahman" 
is established by usage (rudhi) or etymology (yoga). In the first 
case, is the conventional sense (rudhi) applied to B as partaking 
of the nature of Vasanta the season and so on in other cases; 
or else apart from it and independently of any such connection? 
The first alternative would be untenable as Vasanta is a Season 
of the year and an insetient entity and B is a sentient Being 
and there cannot be any identity of essence between them. 


Nor can the other alternative prevail for it would necessitate 
the acceptance of more than one meaning to a given word in 
a specific context. There is also no evidence to show that B. 
is known by the names of Vasanta and the like. Moreover, the 
there is no advantage at all in attuning a word like Vasanta 
to B on the ground of mere conventional usage (rüdhi) as it 
would not help in the least in establisheing its Gunapurnatva 
which is the aim of Samanvaya. Nor can the resort to etymological 
explanation do so, because as between rüdhi and Yoga, the 
latter being inferior to Rüdhi, it would. not be able to establish 
the desired perfection of attributes in B., in the primary sense 
of the words, Nor do we come across any such Yogavrtti of 
words like Vasanta in B. Moreover Yogavrtti would necessitate 
the acceptance of division of the word into its stem and termination 
(pratyaya) and the difference between the preceding part and 
the following one of the same word. In Such a situation, the 
Siddhantin will have to clarify if the stem part of the word and 
its termination are both competent to denote B. or not. In the 
first case, Yogavrtti can hardly have any scope as both the stem 
part and the suffix part would be equally denotative of B. by 
themselves and there will be nothing else left for the word as 
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a whole to denote anything over and above what each one of 
the two, by itself, has already done. If the stem part and the 
termination can refer to B. by Yogavrtti only as combining with 
each other, the claim that B is denotable by each and every 
word and part of it as well, in terms of Sarvasabdavacyatva 
irrespective of their part and whole interrelation of the stem 
and suffix parts will have to be given up. 


Moreover, if every single word in aVedic sentence is competent 
to denote B. the use of different case terminations and the 
establishment of a cogent syntactic relation and concord between 
the several words in a sentence will cease to have any meaning 
or purpose. As a result, the whole edifice of the Sacrificial system 
ofthe Karmakanda and its implementation by respective Adhikarins, 
at stated seasons, with different dravyas and the successive 
orderof the subsidiaries to be performed to complete the sacrifice 
would all collapse as there will be no directives to perform such 
and such sacrifice, call words of a Vidhi-Vakya like Jyotistomena 
Svargakamo yajeta, Vasante vasante Jyotisa yajeta would all 
of them refer only to B, instead of the sacrifices. prescribed. 


In refutation of the above, theAcarya proceeds firstly to establish 
the possibility of Samanvaya of all such texts thro Pada-Samanvaya 
in B. in the highest etymological sense of the words : 


Jatam otam Harau yasmaj Jyotisah pranarupatah 
Ayajetaáca ayajetah Vasamsti$ca vasamstatah 
Vigatacchadanatvattu gaccha. bhutaksayankarah 
Bhunksvetyukto Harir, hum ca hutam asmin Jagad yatah 
Sphutatvat phaditi proktah, kava raksana ityatah 
kavacam, vartate yasmat sadgunatvena sarvada 

Vasat, tadgatatvatastesam vausad ityeva kathyate 
Sviyam svikurute yasmat svahetyukto Janardanah 


Namantyasmin guna yasmat Nama ityeve kathyate 


ItyaSesakrtyatmasabdair eko Janardanah 
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Ucyate mukhyato yasmat Pada-varna-svaradibhih 
Tasmad anantagunata srutitatparyato asya hi 
Vijnanarthatvatah sarvaSabdanam nasti dusanam 
Angikrte pi naivasti doso Vakyasamanvaye 


(AV Ver. 316-323) 


According to the Samanvaya here, the word Jyotisa and yajeta 
are split into two parts Jyotisa and ayajeta both treated as 
vocatives along with Vasante and Vasante (also treated as 
vocatives) all addressed to B. as its names. 


To explain : 


(1) Jyotişa consists of three parts ji-ota-sah all integrated into 
Jyotisa meaning one who activises (sah) all the created world 
of matter and souls (ji) and in whom they all enter (ota) and 
who activates them (sah) - sakarah prana atma. 


(2) A-yaja-ita (ayajeta) one who is wellattained thro' performance 
of sacrifices (yaja) or Sacrificers —, meaning the Lord who is 


the Enjoyer of all Sacrifices (Gita 9-24) and is attained by persons 
thro them. 


(S) Vasan - tih (Vasantih). One who dwells everywhere and 
is all pervasive (Vasati iti vasah Tanoti iti tih Purvapadasya 
nakaragamah (Vasati-Vasantih). Repetition ofVasanti is expressive 
of special regard (àdara). In the foregoing text all the words 


Vasante, Vasante, Jyotisa and ayajeta are Vocatives addressed 
to Brahman. 


(4) Not only vocatives but verbal forms in different moods: 
indeclinables and so on are also to be similarly attuned to P 
as for example is Indra, àgaccha. Gaccha is analysed into 98 
(devoid of Vigatam) Chadanam avidyadikam yasmat - One from 
whom all obscurations such as by Avidya are absent. 
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(5) Bhunksva One who annihilates all that exists in Pralaya 
Bhutaksayakarah (bhu-bhuta ksva (ksaya) Bhusabdo 
bhutasabdasya adesah ksa-sabdasya ksvah, pürvapadasya 
nakaragamah, Prsodaradir ayam. 


(6) Indeclinables like 'hum' one in whom the universe is retracted 
Hutam asmin jagat. Krnmejanta ityavyayatvam. 


(7)  Vasat One (called Visnu) in whom are present the six great 
attributes (sadgunas) Vau Visnau vartamanah sadgunah. 


(8) Vasat same as above 


(9) Svaha (sva-a hah-a) One who accepts offerings of even 
ignorant ones who think they are meant for other gods (Ci, Gita 
Yepyanyadevatabhaktah...) 


Harater jahater Va hah. Dvavapyan purvakau svikare vartete. 
Svam sviyam eva haviradi bhrantya asva-vat pratitam svikurute 
itisvahah Sacavasceti Svaha. Iti sambuddhih. Sulopah Chandasah. 


(10) Namah One to whom sovereign attributes bend down 
respectfully Namantyasmin gunah iti Namah (vocative) 
napumsakalingata tu sabdanusarini. 


As all verbal and noun forms and indeclinables have been 


explained in the foregoing manner as Vocatives in praise of the 
Supreme B so as to fit in with the purpose of Samanvaya so 
that they may all go to establish B as a Being of infinite attributes 
for the purpose of knowing it as such to meditate on it as such, 
the objection based on the fact of impermanance and other defects 
arising from the non-acceptance of the conventional meanings 
of words like Vasanta and others have all been s 
a possibility of Samanvaya of Karmakanda texts justify the stand 
of the Sütrakára qn the question of the applicabilty of Samanvaya 
of the entirety of Sastra in B. conveyed by the prefix sam to 


et at rest. Such 
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Sam-anvaya. Quite apart from individual Pada Samanvaya (as 


above) of the Karmakanda texts, from the standpoint of the initiates 
(uttamadhikarins) the normal process of Vakyanvaya of the 
Karmakanda texts is also accepted and not barred. In fact the 
use of the term "Vakyanvaya" by ihe Sutrakara himself (B.S. 


i,4,20) clearly envisages the possibility of "Pada-Samanvaya" 
also. 


The objection that the resort to Yogavrtti in terms of B is 
a game at which two can play, as Yogavrtti can be twisted in 
any direction by the ingenuity of the peson who makes use 
of it and is therefore bound to be inconclusive, as in 
Sveto dhàvati' which can mean either that a dog is running from 
here (Svà ito dhàvati) or that a leper is cleaning himself. is 
not in order. There may be ambiguity where there is no decisive 
proof of import intended. The thesis of Padasamanvaya in B. 
is authenticated by the Srutis quoted already and it is left to 


us to implement it in suitable ways, which cannot be waived 
on frivolous or specious grounds. 


The Vakyanvaya of Karmakanda texts in B is equally in order 
as it serves to show that just as Statements in the Karmakanda 
lexts like Yupam taksati, tam asta$rikaroti or others like a 
Brahmana shall light the sacred fire in Spring, the Ahavaniya 
fire during day and the Garhapatya at night are not complete 
in themseves but are intended to make clear the modus operandi 
of how to proceed step by step with the performance of particluar 
Yajnas, In the same manner, the ulterior purpose of the Karmakanda 
texts is also to make known the itikartavyata or the right procedure 
of harnessing the Karmakanda rites and Sacrifices in an intelligent 
way of bringing about the performance of Jyotistoma and other 
sacrifices to a successful end as leading to Brahman the lasting 
reward of all Kamya and Niskamakarmas as intended by the 
advice given :Yad eva vidyaya karoti tad eva viryavattaram bhavati. 
(Chan. Up. 11. 1. 19). There are Karmakanda texts like 
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visvajità yajeta where no fruits have been specified. The Karma 
Mimamsakas have gone to the extent of holding that where no 
fruits are mentioned in the text, the reward of heaven should 
be taken to be intended. From theVedantic point of view, irrespective 
of the impermanent fruits mentioned or not mentioned, it is a 
higher spiritual law that all sacrifices of the Karmakanda are 
worthy of being performed as a worship of the Supreme Brahman 
as can be gathered from the thoughts of the Arsa tradition. 
Taddhaitat pasyanto Rsayah kavaseya ahuh Kimartha vayam 
yaksyamahe kimartha vayam adhyesyamaha iti (A. A.) In other 
words, Karmakanda should be viewed as contributory to 
Brahmajnana and not as divorced from it. It is a means to an 
end and not an end in itself, as has been pointed out in : Vividisanti 
yajnena dànena tapasa anásakena : Tatha sarvam api 
Karmakandam na alpa-asthiraphale karmamatre paryavasyati. 
Kimtu Brahmajnanartham eva Tatpratipaditasya Karmadeh 
Brahmajnanarthatvat (NS). (cf. MGB IV. 33) 


The text - Who is there competent to understand the Yogavrtti 
of the Srutis in B. does not mean that it is a dead letter, as 
there is none who is eligible to go in for it, apply itand understand 
B. to be the subject of Mahayogavrtti of Scriptures and that 
therefore the Mahayogavrtti is nir-adhikarika. 
misconception and the objection 
based on it by clarifying that the term kah (Who) in the Sruti 
quoted Kah Chandasam yogam àveda dhirah (R. V. X. 114. 9) 
has two meanings. 'Kah' denotes Caturmukha Brahma who is 
qualified to understand the intricacies of Mahasamanvaya, while 
all other Adhikarins of less calibre can understand only whatever 
is within their competence. The text should not be understood 
in an absolute sense that there is none who can understand 
the intricacies of Mahayoga and apply it. The leading question 
in fact is intended to pave the way for acceptance of Vakyanvaya 
in the case of the many and of Padasamanvaya in the case 
of the highly qualified Adhikarins in the hierarchic order. vide 


The Acarya removes this 
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verse quoted by the Acarya and by Suresvara 
Jnanam apatigham yasya Vairagyam ca Jagatpateh Aisvaryam 
caiva dharmasca sahasiddham catustayam. This disposes the 
objection that the Samanvaya by MahayogaVrtti to be meaningful 
cannot be confined to only one person : Anena naikadhikarikam 
Sastram ityapi parastam (NS). Moreover since Brahmadeva has 
"seen" the entirety of the Vedas of which only parts are seen 
by other Seers like Vamadeva, there is no fear of lack of agreement 
(samvada) between the two statements in the Sruti, referring 
to Vasista and others as Seers of certain Suktas, already "seen" 
by Brahma. 


PANCAJANADHIKARANA A/C TO SANKARA 


After establishing the siddhanta interpretation of the 
Anumanika and Jyotirupakramadhikarana, the Acarya takes a 
look at the way in which the Advaita school has sought to deviate 
from the theme of this Pada as an integral part of the Samanvaya 
dhyaya devoted to Samanvaya of texts and contexts of Srutis 
in B, alone and turn this Pada into a substantiation of the the 
aSabdatva of Prakrti, i.e. that Prakrti as a material principle 
is absolutely "foreign" to the Scriptures and has no place in 
them. It may be recalled that S. has taken for granted the ASabdatva 
of Prakrti in his interprtaion of the Iksatyadhi. and devotes himself 
to establish that charge here by claiming to re-examine the texts 
of the Srutis on which the Sankhya philosopher bases his contention 
about the Sabdavatva of Prakrti. These texts are Ajam ekam 
lohitasuklakrsnam (Svet. Up. IV. 4) Avyaktàt Putransah parah 
(Katha 1. 3. 11) and Yasmin panca Pancajanah (Brh. Up. IV. 
4. 17) We have already taken note of the text Avyaktat Purusah 
parah in the Anumanikadhikarana and Ajàm ekàm to some extent 
in the foregoing pages. We may therefore turn to the Acarya's 
review of S's interpretation of Yasmin Panca Pancajanah from 
Brh. Up. (iv. 4. 17) which forms the Subject matter of the Na 
Sankhyopasangrahadhi a(BSSeil4mig)ewhich runs -That in 
which the five fivefold beings (pancajanàh) and space are 
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established, that alone | regard as the Immortal", These fivefold 
five add up to twentyfive Tattvas which form the bedrock of the 
Sankhya system of Tattvas : 


Mülaprakrtir avikrtir Mahadadyah Prakrtivikrtayas sapta 
sodaskasca vikaro na prakrtir na vikrtih Pürusah. The Pürvapaksa 
according to S. takes its stand on the fivefold five (Panca - 
pancajanah) of the Brh. Up. to put up its claim to the acceptance 
of the Sabdavatva (having a recognised place in the Sruti) 
of Prakrti. 


This claim on behalf of the Sankhya Prakrti is rejected in 
the Sütra Na sankhyopasangrahad... on the ground of 
nanabhavad and avyatirekat in the wording of the Sutra. The 
first ground is that there is no common factor for the classification 
ofthe twentyfive Tattvas of the Sankhyas to justify their subsumption 
into five groups of five to make twentyfive, not to speak of 
"aja" mentioned in the Sruti (the Visayavakya) which would make 
a total of twentysix. Moreover as the Atman (Yasmin) has been 
referred to as the locus (adhikarana) of the twentyfive. He cannot 
be subsumed in them. 


In refutation of this criticism of Pürvapaksa as presented by 
S. the NS raises the question whether there is any evidence 
to show that Sankhya thinkers have actually quoted or relied 
upon this text in support of the Sabdavatva of their Prakrti or 
its evolutes. The earliest extant work of the classical Nirisvara 
Sànkhya system is that of Isvarakrishna (The Sankhya 
Kàrikas) quoted by S. which nowhere makes any reference to 
these Srutis to authenticate the claim to Sabdavatva of Prakrti. 
In fact being an avowedly atheistic school of philosophy it is 
absolutely unthinkable that knowing that the Vedantic Brahman 
dominates the Srutisiddhanta, the Nirisvara Sankhya would solicit 
the help of the Srutis to endorse the authenticity of any of its 
tenets. S. himself calls his Nirisvara Sànkhya adversary a 
"Mahàmalla". The Nirisvara Sankhya steers clear of the Srutis 
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which bring his Prakrti under the aegis of Brahman : Ksaram 
Pradhanam amrtaksaram Harah. Ksaratmanau isate Deva Ekah 
(Svet. Up. 1. 10) Interestingly enough, under, the Sutra 
Payombuvaccet tatrapi (B. S. ii, 2. 3) refuting the Sankhya 
Vatsavivrddhyartham yatha pravrttir ajnasya ksirasya and water 
flowing of its own accord from a higher level to a lower one 
without any impulsion by a Cetana, S. refutes the analogies 
quotingSrutis like Etasya và pra$ásane prácyo nadyas sysndante, 
(Brh. Up.) to silence the Sankhya. As such it is incredible the 
Sankhya Mahamalla would risk his reputation by turning to the 
Srutis in support of his "Prakrti"! 


The Acàrya also brings to light the important fact that the 
twentyfive tattvas of Sankhya are common to Vedantic thought 
also and are not the monopoly of the Sankhyas. The 
Sütrakara Vyasa (whom Vacaspati the leading commentator on 
S's Sütrabhasya hails as the Avatar of the JnanaSakti of Lord 
Visnu) and who is also the reputed author of the Bhagavata 
Puràna expressly refers to the twentyfour Tattvas comprising 
two groups of five and one of four and ten making a total of 


twenty four (leaving outthe intelligent Self) and calls them members 
of the Pradhana family. 


Pancabhih pancabhir brahma Caturbhir dagabhis tathà 
Etat caturvimsatikam ganam Pràdhánikam  viduh 
(Bhag (Ill. 27, 10-11) 


As Vyasa the Sutrakara is traditionally identified with the author 
of the Purana his finding must be accepted. 


The Bhagavad Gita in which Sankara himself has given a 
prominent place to Prakrti (and Purusa) recognises them both 


as anadi tattvas. TheVisnu Purana (quoted by S. in his Sütrabhasya) 
says 


Prakrtim Purusam caiva Pravisyasu Mahesvarah 
ksobhayamasa samprapte Srstikale Vyayavyayau (1. 2. 29) 
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The Svet. Up. reads : 


Ksaram Pradhànam amrtaksaram Harah 
ksaratmanau isate Deva ekah. (Svet. Up. 1. 10) 


With such clinching evidence at our disposal it is not possible 
to agree with Sankara's dogmatism that "Prakrti" is a-sabdam. 
The NS also rejects the explanation (probably of some apologist 
of S.) that the reference to the twentyfour Tattvas of the 
Sankhya in the Bhagvata may be treated as an anuvada of Kapila's 
views in the Bhagavata and not an expression of Vyasa's own 
view!. The NS asks : is the anuvada based on what is established 
by Pramanas or is meant for refutation? In the former case, 
it stands its ground. In the latter case, there is no refutation 
in the same work and it stands. 


As for Sankara's argument of absence of any common factor 
among the twentyfour tattvas of Sankhya justifying classification 
into "fives" as Panca Pancajanah in the Upanisedic text (the 
Visayavakya) the NS points out that it overlooks the fact his 
own way of making up the five-groups for purposes of the Siddhanta 
by clubbing together Prana, the eyes, ears, mind and food is 
open to the same objection as he has advanced against the 
Sànkhyas as mind is an internal organ, the eyes and ears external 
and food is not an organ. It has therefore to be admitted that 
no question of a common factor in making a group of five 
is at all involved in the present case. It is clear from the 
Vakyagesa in the Upanisadic text Pranasya pranam caksusah 
caksuh srotrasya srotram etc. that Pancajanas referred to in 
the Upanisad are the five forms of the Lord energising the 
Abhimanidevatas of Prana, manas. ears, eyes and food in each 
body of the Jivatmans severally. The question of acommon factor 
for grouping does not arise in this view. The repetition of the 
word Panca on this view is explained in terms of the idiom 
of Vipsa (distributive presence) of all the five forms of Brahman 
in each of the five things mentioned the prana, mind, eyes, ears 
and annam of every embodied self. 
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The NS is not unaware of the fact that the second "Panca" 
has been read as the first member of the compound (samastapada) 
inthe Madhyandina text of the Upanisad in the Satapatha Brahmana 
which is an accented text. S uses this text for purposes of his 
Purvapaksa on behalf of the Sankhya contention starting the 
first "Prana" as a multiplier-term to make up the number twentyfive 
for purposes of the Purvapaksa. The NS points out the difficulties 
in the way of such an interpretation to sustain the Pürvapaksa. 
Just see. If the second Pancajana is to be taken as a compound, 
the first panca cannot be syntactically connected with the first 
member of the compound Panca - (Janah) as qualifying it. For, 
an adjective can only qualifv a substative not another adjective 
to it which is its appendage (Upasarjana) with which it has no 
relation at all. Neither can it be syntactically construed with 
the second member of the compound Janah which is already 
qualified by the term Panca, as there is no possibility of any 
akansa (expectancy) calling for a clarification as to how many 
are members of the five-member group (Pancajana), as it would 


be self-evidentfrom the wording "Pancajanah" and such a question 
would be ridiculous. 


As S himself has taken Panca-janah as a compound in his 
Pürvapaksa and it beinga "Dvigu" compound, the rules of Sanskrit 
grammar would require that a Dvigu compound whose second 
member ends with aVowel 'a' (akarottara) should take the feminine 
suffix (nip) and we should expect Pancajani as in Pancavati 
. However if the second member is taken to be read in the 
Patradigana, according to theVàrtika we should expect the neuter 
form Pancajanam (as in Pancapátram). There is no conceivable 
grammatica! rule to justify the masculine form Panca-janah. 
Moreover as Prakrti and its evolutes are 


"Tattvas" (Principles) 
they cannot be designated as "Janah" 


S) which means living beings 
human or divine, as in "Saptarsayah'. These linguistic and 


grammatical difficulties in the Way of interpreting 
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Pànca - Pancajanah as intended to refer to the twentyfive 
Sànkhya tatttvas cannot have failed to occur to or remained 
unknown to the Sankhya Purvapaksin (of Sankara) who is called 
by S. himself as a "Mahamalla". Such a Mahamalla could hardly 
have put up such a poor and shaky Purvapaksa on such slippery 
grounds. No doubt S may have his own reasons in fathering 
such a flimsy Purvapaksa on the Sankhya, with a view to turning 
the tables on him and damn Prakrti as a-$abdam' so far as 
the Srutis are concerned. But even a Pürvapaksa must rest on 
plausible grounds. We have seen that the grounds of the 
Pürvapaksa are not such as can be expected to emanate from 


a Mahamalla. 


Paving the way for the formulation of his own constructive 
interpretation of the Prakrtyadhikarana in terms of the highest 
conno - denotative significance of the term "Prakrti", Yoni and 
such other terms as applicable to B. as part of the requirement 
of Samanvaya in B. the Acarya expatiates on how the Samanvaya 
of such terms also in B. on the grounds of Prayogabahulya 
of the learned ((Vidvadrüdhi) and higher etymology (Mahayoga) 
in the Arsa tradition embodied in solemn pronoucements of the 
Rsis in passages referring to the application of such names 
as Satarcins and names of Seers like Vamadeva, Bharadvaja, 
of all Rcas and Vedic utterances to one Supreme Being who 
is intended to be referred to by all those names in their highest 
etymological sense "Etam tasmat" satarcina ityacaksate etam 
eva santam (A. A.). So also in the case of Baddha, Duhkhi 
and others when applied to B. in terms of SarvaSabdavacyatva 
in terms of Svamitva in such special cases as theirs. He has 
also cited the example of the word Mrtyu in his Nyayavivarana, 
in connection with this same adhikarana. The same term Mrtyu 
is also applied to Yama the God of death who rules over the 
dead and keeps people alive at his will. And Yama himsel is 
punctual at his job and is subject to the Lord .: Mrtyur dhavati 
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Pancama iti (Taitt. Up.) The Srutis recognise the usage of the 
names of the various gods to refer to B in their highest primary 
sense (paramamukhyavrtti and in their Mukhyavrtti to the Devas) 


Tadeva rtam tadu satyamahus Tad eva Brahma 

paramam Kavinam (T. A.) 
Indram Mitram Varunam Agnim ahur (RV. 1. 164-46) 
Pusan Ekarse Yama Surya... (Isa Up. 16) 


We have already seen that such a Mahasamanvaya resting on 
the highest primary sense and etymological fulness (Mahayoga) 
and Vidvadrüdhi is not within the reach of all. But the principle 
does not become null and void because its implementation is 
beyond the capacity of the common man. We have to take 
it on trust of the Arsa tradition and be thankful to such guidance 
provided by the Acarya in appreciating its claims to acceptance 
by making it intelligible to us by giving a glimpse into its immense 
possibilities in regard to the thesis of "Sam-anvaya" in its twin 
senses of the entire range of SaStra and in the highest primary 
sense of terms. 


b p h 


1. S and R read Upakrama instead of Upakramat (tu). Vallabha reads 
Upakramat. 
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Chapter-3 
PRAKRTYADHIKARANAM 


(i, 4, 24-28) 


Having discussed the Anumanika and other adhikaranas both 
in brief and at length in the foregoing pages, the Acarya now 
turns to assess the viability of their interpretations by other 
commentators before him. Sankara and others explain the subject 
matter of this Pada differently, as directed to a refutation of 
the claims of Prakrti to be accepted as a Tattva accepted by 
the Srutis. According to them, the discussion of the topic of 
the a$abdatva (foreignness) of Prakrti to the Scriptural tradition, 
is relevant here and now because in the first Pada the claims 
of Prakrti to be Jagatkarana have been dismissed on the ground 
of its being out of court in the Srutis : Iksater nasabdam (i,1,5), 
as Prakrti has been pronounced to be asabdam. This finding 
is disputed here by the Sankhya philosophers on the ground 
that in some scriptural texts there are expressions which seem 
to speak of Prakrti or Pradhana as a principle acceptable to 
the Srutis. So long as this misconception is not removed, the 
thesis of B's causality of the Universe formulated in Sutra i, 
1, 2, cannot be taken to be firmly established beyond dispute. 
Hence the relevancy of demonstrating the a$abdatva of Prakrti 
in this Pada. 


The Acarya opens his criticism of this argument in defence 
of the Advaita interpretation of this Pada, as intended to overthrow 
the Sàbdatva of Prakrti, by showing the irrelevance of this 
explanation to the Padopadhi (theme of the Pada) as disestabilishing 
the Sabdavatva of Prakrti. He points out that if such were the 
Purpose of this Pada, it would be straying from the theme of 
Samanvayadhyaya, where only samanvaya of texts and contexts 
of Sruti in Brahman has been contemplated and called for and 


Would be in order. 
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It cannot be submitted that the refutation of the sabdavatva 
of Prakrti is incidental to the stabilisation of the Samanvaya 
in B. carried out so far. If such were to be the purpose to be 
served, such a topic would be appropriate to the subject of 
removal of opposition to Brahmakaranatva on different grounds 
falling within the purview of the next Avirodhadhyaya on various 
grounds of opposition based on yukti, opposition from other systems 
of philosophy, Srutis and Srutis backed by powerful reasoning. 
There should be no non-conformity with the well-defined Scope 
of the four Adhyayas of a scientifically planned Sastric treatise 
on Vedanta-Sastra such as the Brahmasutras dealing in a coherent 
way with Brahmasvarupanirnaya thro Samanvaya, removal of 
all opposition to such nirnaya from various other quarters, the 
scheme of Sadhanas to be practised and the nature of the goal 
to be attained (Phala-adhyaya). If the interest of stabilisation 
of Brahman's Jagatkaranatva calls for a refutation of the claims 
of Prakrti to be included in this Adhyaya and Pada itself, by 
the same token the entire Avirodhadhyaya too will be similarly 
entitled to be included in the | adhyaya itself and there will 
be no need to reserve a Separate Adhyaya to deal with 
contradictions, both internal and external to Brahmavada. On 
the other hand, if the refutation of the claims of Prakrti has 
nothing to do with Brahman's Karanatva and is intended only 
to disestablish that the term Pradhana or Prakrti used in the 
Srutis does not at all refer to the category of Prakrti at all, 
such a refutation would make no difference to Prakrti as a 
material principle which functions as a transforming cause of 
the Universe (Upadanakarana) that is in dispute here, within 
the set-up of the philosophy of the Upanisads. 


It should therefore be clarified whether according to these 
commentators it is the claim of Prakrti to be denoted by words 
which represent it or something answering to its being accepted 
and described as a material principle acting as the material 
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cause of the Universe. that is refuted here in this Pāda : or 
merely that Pradhāna is not entitled to the name as used in 
the Srutis. The latter has no relevance to the question of Samanvaya. 
As for the first alternative, there is no evidence in the texts 
cited on behalf of the Pürvapaksa such as Mahatah param 
Avyaktam, Yasmin panca pancajanah of their being described 
as Jagatkarana.We have already seen that the labored explanation 
of the Bhàmatito read the idea of Karanatva into the text Mahatah 
Param Avyaktam is ineffective. On the other hand, if one is 
to take the stand that since Karanatva is in agreement with 
the other text Ajàm ekam bahvih prajah janayatim sarupam we 
are entitled to ask, has that text been affiliated to B to prevent 
overpervasion of Brahmalaksana of Karanatva elsewhere than 
in B as would be logically required to reaffirm B's Jagatkaranatva 
in the interest of Samanvaya and its stabilisation in B? But there 
is hardly any sign of it in the way in which that text (Ajam 
ekam) has been construed by S. as referring to the three primal 
substances of Tejo'banna (heat, waters and food) which in effect 
only transfers Jagatkaranatva from Prakrti to the three primal 
substances, which will notin any Way establish B's Jagatkaranatva 
straightway, which is what is expected of 'Samanvaya'. To establish 
Ajà means only Tejo'banna and not Prakrti is not the same as 
establishing B. as Jagatkarana. It will be a mere exercise in 
futility, a case of robbing Peter and paying Paul or to put it 
in Sanskrit, equally sarcastically : Vyaghrena urane nite ko 
labhah, Vrkena urane nite ka hanih? 


m should therefore be whether the 


terms Avyakta, Aja etc used in the Srutis refer to B or not. 
The mere existence of Avyakta or Ajaas aTattva ortheir recognition 
as Tattvas need not jeopardise B's Jagatkaranatva. It is only 
When: Pradhana referred to. by those terms in the Śruti is shown 
to be recognised in the Śrutis as the independent intelligent 
Jagatkárana, as the conception of B. as Jagatkarana has been 


The crux of the proble 
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conceived by the Sutrakara (See S. i, 1, 5) that there can be 
any cause for alarm for the Brahmakaranatvavadin. The acceptance 
of B's material causality of the world or the admission of Vivarta 
as its proxy both fail to satisfy the requirements of the test 
of Drstantanupapatti (relied upon by the Sutrakara in i, 4, 5) 


Moreover, according to S. the opponent is a Nirisvara-Sankya. 
So far as our knowledge goes, there is no evidence that any 
accredited work on Nirisvara Sankhya system has quoted or 
relied upon texts like Ajàm ekàm from the Srutis to bolster up 
Prakrti's claim to Jagatkaranatva. Apart from that, the way in 
whch S has unsuccessfully strained himself to find support for 
Prakrti'S material causality in the Visayavakya embodying the 
illustrations of Mrtpinda, nakhanikrntana etc. will be looked into 
in due course. 


As Samanvaya of Sastra in B. according to M. covers much 
wider ground than that of the 'Karanavakyas alone, the Acarya 
raises the question of the necessity to lay so much stress on 
'tu' in ‘Tat tu' to mean Tadeva and construe it in favor of such 
Samanvaya being applicable to B. alone in the highest primary 
sense of the words. Will it not do to accept only Mukhya Vrtti 
in B. and explain the application or extension of Samanvaya 
to other principles or deities spoken of in the Srutis as resting 
on Amukhya-Vrtti alone or on the basis of an ad hoc convention 
(Sanketa) in respect of the others? The Acarya says it would 
not do, For, the Sütrakàra himself has in his other work the 
Pravrtta Samhita referred to both Paramamukhya and MukhyaVrttis 
in the interpretation and understanding of the position of the 
Sástras and harmonising their teachings in regard to 
Rara - Aparavidyàs indicated by them : Dve Vidye veditavye 
Para ca apara ca (Mund, Up. i 


; » 4) He cites the relevant 
authority : À 


Kāryāņām kāranam pūrvam Vacasam vàcyam uttamam 
Yoganam paramam siddhim paramam te padam Viduh' 
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The gist of the above verse is that B. is the highest to be primarily 
denoted by Scriptural names (vacasam vacyam uttamam) and 
all others only secondarily, next to it. For B. is the highest Being 
in which Yogavrtti (of names) finds its highest reach of fulfilment 
: Yoganam paramam siddhim. The second quarter of this verse 
has been quoted by Ramanuja in his Vedarthasangraha. The 
importance given to Yoga over Rudhi in this verse shows that 
it constitutes a more specialised instrument of interpretation 
of Sruti than ordinary Rudhi. This view clearly refers to two 
orfers of Sabdavrtti designating one of them as 'uttama', it follows 
the other one is also to be admitted as a denotative norm 
(mukhyavrtti) and not as a secondary one (amukhyavrtti) or an 
ad hoc one based on Sanketa alone, for the nonce. A person 
well posted with the way in which a word and its meaning is 
interconnected by the laws of speech and semantics will recognise 
that both the meanings of B and (the Unborn) Prakrti the Aja 
which impinge on his mind on hearing the word ‘Aja, in the 
context where it is cited, will on reflection, easily understand 
that it is used in a dual sense, consistent with each other, from 
the point of view of parama mukhya and Mukhya Vrttis, respectively 
to refer to B and Prakrti. As knowledge based on reflective thinking 
carries its own validity in the absence of contradiction, the two 
different meanings of Ajà (as B. and Prakrti) can be accommodated 
without hitch in the interpretation of the passage Ajàmekam for 


purposes of Samanvaya. 


The only point to be cleared would be how to accomodate 
both B. and Prakrti as Jagatkarana in such a predicament. The 
answer is that B is to be recognised as the efficient Cause 
and Prakrti the material cause. In addition B is also to be accepted 
as the power which empowers Prakrti itself to function as the 
material Cause (upadanakarana). This is conveyed by the 
text :Karyanam karanam pürvam where the words Karyanam 
pürvam karanam means that B. is the primary Cause (mukhya) 
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of the functioning of Prakrti, Mahat and others as Upadanas 
: Prakrtyadikam ca amukhyakaranam - NS. This enables us to 
admit Prakrti as a Srauta-Tattva, a principle, acceptable to the 
Srutis as a material principle functioning as the material cause 
under the aegis of the Supreme B., which is also the inner 
source of impulsion to Prakrti and others functioning as material 
causes :  Prakrtim anupravisya tam  parinàmya 
tatparinamaniyamakataya Tatra sthitva (M. BSB i, 4, 27) Also 
Pacyamsca Sarvàn parinamayed Yah (Svet. Up. V. 5). 


SANKARA'S INTERPRETATION 


Some have interpreted this adhi. as establishing the material 
causality (upadanakaranatva) of B. in regard to the world on 
the following grounds. In the Sutra Janmadyasya yatah B. has 
been defined as Jagatkarana. A doubt arises here whether it 
is sO as material cause (the stuff of which it is made) or as 
its efficient cause only. Texts like - It took thought and created 
Prana. which represent creation as the act of an intelligent being 
— i.e., to say, the effect of that Cause only. 


By way of rejecting this onesided view, the author of the 
Sütras comes out with his predication - Prakrti$ca that B is 
the material cause also (ca) so that there is no violation of 
the terms of the proposition (pratijna) and the illustrations adduced 
in its support (drstanta - anuparodhat). 


To explain, — The Sruti text the Visayavakya promises the 
knowledge of B. includes the knowledge of every thing else. 


This is compatible only on the acceptance of B. as the stuff 


of the Universe, as an effect is non - different from its cause 


and has no existence apart from it. The same cannot be said 
of an efficient Cause and the things brought into existence by 
it. An effect or a thing created by an efficient cause cannot 
claim to be non-different from its cause. A builder of a castle 
is not PODS ENE from it. The illustration of a clod of clay 
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and its products coming to be known by knowing the causal 
stuff are indubitably in favor of accepting an Upadana-upadeya 
(material cause and effect relation) between B. and the world. 
The use of the ablative case "from which all the creatures have 
their genesis" Yato va imani bhutani jayante establishes the relation 
of material causality and there is also a special ruling in 
Pànin's Sutra 'Janikartuh prakrtih’ (1, 4, 30) Since the Sruti 
also speaks of B. taking thought and willing before creating, 
which is also repeated by the Sütra ‘Adhyupadesacca’, we have 
to concede that B's becoming many by its free will must be 
in the sense of its constituting both the material and the efficient 
cause in regard to the world. There is also the Sütra which 
says there is a report in the Srutis, about B's being directly 
and actually the twofold cause of the Universe. Other Srutis 
also make out that B is the source of both genesis and merger 
of the word. It stands to reason that what originates another 
and reabsorbs it within itself must be its material cause. An 
effect cannot be merged in any but its material cause. The wording 
of the Sütra Atmakrteh parinamat and Srutis like ‘Tad atmanam 
svayamakuruta' which speak of B. as the agent and its product 
go to establish its material causality. To a question which may 
be raised as to how an already pre-existent being ‘Brahman’ 
can be spoken of as being created, the answer is that it is 
due to the act of self-transformation. It stands to reason that 
a pre-existent entity chooses to transform itself into the forms 
of the modifications in a special sense, OF the words atmakrteh 
Parinamat can be read as two statements 'atmakrteh' and 
'parinámàt' the latter would be in keeping with the statement 
in the Sruti such as "It became Sat and Tyat" which are its 
e it must be the material cause. There 
Tad bhütayonim paripasyanti 
is current in worldly usage 


own modifications. Henc 
are other references to B as "Yoni" - 
(Mund. 1. 1. 6) and the term "Yoni" 


as the material cause of the Universe. (SBSB) 
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REFUTATION 


The foregoing exposition of B's material causulity of the Universe 
adumbrated by Sankara in his Bhasya on the Sutra Prakrtisca 
Pratijnadrstantanuparodhat is refuted by the Acarya on the following 
grounds. There should be no conflict with other stronger means 
of proof in interpreting the Sutra in a particular manner. The 
material causality of B. in regard to the Universe is opposed 
to the evidence of Srutis and other Pramanas. For the term 
"Upadana" signifies a transformation of one's original nature, 
called change of nature. Such change or transformation of essential 
nature is categorically ruled out in the case of B in the Srutis 
which speak of it as Nirvikaro aksarah Suddhahas forever uniform 
in its nature. How then can Upadanakaranatva which involves 
change of state and transformation of nature be given as the 
meaning of the Sutra : Prakrti$ca". The Srutis and Puranas proclaim 
that B. is for ever unchanging (Sada Suddha). 


The point is this. Vikara, change or modification of a given 
thing is possible only in two ways : modification in the nature 
of the substance as such or of its attributes. The Sruti which 
says Brahman is Sada avikara negates all Possibility of change 
in the nature of the Substance (B). The words Sadaikarüpa in 
theSruti forbids any possbility of change of its attributes. Moreover, 
B, is described as Ekarasa of uniform essence. 


It will be also illogical to admit the possibility of any change 
or modification of nature in B. Change of nature of a substance 
is possible only in two ways, by acquisition of a new trait, feature 
or state of being or modification of the Substance itself as a 
whole, The former type of change applies to all cases where 
the Substance or the Substrate (dharmi) of change remains intact 
and only the attributes are new. In the Second case, the Substance 
itself undergoes a total change (ViSesiparivarta). The point is 
that both these kinds of change depend on external stimuli, 
forces or factors. Each one of these two types of change is 
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once again of two kinds reversible or irreversible. Irreversible 
change in some particular cases without involving change of 
substance can be illustrated by the green color of the mango 
changing into yellow when it ripens. Total irreversible change 
of the substace can be illustrated in the case of milk changing 
into curds where it is no longer identified as "milk" or called 
by that name, whereas the yellow mango still bears the name 
of ‘mango’. Reversible change of the whole substance can be 
seen in respect of copper changed into silver by process of 
alchemy and reconverted again into copper by similar means. 
All these four kinds of change have to fall under the one or 
the other ways. There is no fifth way. And no change is possible 
without external stimuli, pressure, influence or power. All change 
is Parádhina. If a change can take place in a substance without 
external causes, it will remain in the same state, as there will 
be no other power to make it revert to its original and natural 
state as neither state can be accepted to be "natural" to it 
(svabhava) for Svabhava is what endures as long as the substance 
itself lasts. As B. is given as uniform sadaikasvarupam, always, 
no change of its nature is conceivable. 


So far as we can see, there can be no external determining 
factor which can induce a change in B, as the Sruti which says 
Sat alone existed in the beginning rules out the existence of 
any other being before creation which begets the change. And 
those who speak of B. as changing its nature into the world 
in the process of creation do not admit the existence of time 
in Pralaya when the world was yet unborn. So the change in 
B's state will have to be traced to its own whim and fancy which 
will be dealt with later. If the existence of Time in Pralaya as 
the cause of change in B. is admitted, B, will be dependent 
on Time for such a change and its independence will be gone. 


The Brahmaprinamavadin may argue : Let change as such 


be due to the operation of external forces ininsentient substances. 
But B is a sentient Being and can change itself as it pleases 
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and pass unto the nature of the world by its own unimpeded 
will even as a Sruti text Tad atmanam svayam akuruta tells us. 
But then, a Cetana-B. must be credited with sound judgement 
to discriminate between what is good and agreeable to it and 
what would be detrimental to its purity of essence. How can 
an intelligent B. think of converting itself into a world of miseries? 
No sane person would court misery voluntarily. It cannot be 
said that an Omniscient B does not knowthe quagmire of misery 
the world is. It cannot be that the miseries of the world are 
not miseries to B. A being which has transformed itself knowingly 
into misery cannot be taken to be free from it. The 
Brahmaparinamavadin is a believer in the reality of the world 
into which B has changed itself. It is real change of state for 
B, unlike to the Vivartavadin, to whom there is no real change 
at all in B and hence no real world. The Brahman of 
Vivartavada is only a victim of ignorance. It would be ridiculous 
to argue that only being subject to misery is reprehensible 
but not becoming of the nature of misery in essence. In that 
case, it cannot be said that wanting to be in a state of bliss 
will not be a desirable value to yearn for it and no one need 


exert himself to shake off misery and want to obtain happiness 
of Moksa in Vedanta philosophy. 


Moreover, if as a result of its transformation into the world, 
B is not affected by its miseries in Which it abounds, on whom 
should the miseries of the world impinge? If it is on the Jiva, 
the next question will be is the Jiva different from B. or is the 
same as B. Not the first, because the Parinamavadin does not 
hold the Jivasvarupa to be different from B. Since both Jiva 
and B are identical in his opinion, their identity would expose 
B to the miseries of the world. Any modification of state of 
even a sentient being is seen to be due to some identifiable 
causes. How then can the exposure to misery not be due to 
such causes but only to its own Sweet will and pleasure. If 
itis because B. is all-powerful and not dependent on another, 
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it would follow that one who has become miserable cannot be 
credited with being all-powerful. We cannot be satisfied with 
the explanation that B's nature is not to be determined by the 
logic of values of what is good or bad, as its true nature can 
only be known on the evidence of Srutis and the Sruti itself 
tells us that B. has become the world of its own accord. and 
not under pressure of any other factor or power. We have to 
take it at that. 


Such an irresponsible retort would do away with any need 
to seek the help of canons of interpretation in fixing the proper 
import of Srutis, when their deliverances are found to be mutually 
contradictory. The plea that the determination of the nature of 
B is beyond the reach of Empirical Logic can only be advanced 
where the deliverances of the Sruti on the nature of B are 
unanimous. The verdict of the Sruti will be final only in such 
cases. But such is not the case here, as the Sruti relied upon 
by the Parinamavadin such as Sacca tyacca abhavatare in conflict 
with those quoted by the Siddhantin such as Nirvikaro aksarah 
$uddhah etc. The matter has therefore to be thrashed out by 
sound reasoning in conformity with Upajivyapramanas. See TDP. 
Trivikrama on sacca tyacca abhavat (1. 4. 27). 


Itis inthe light of such a reasoning based on Upajivyapramanas 
thatthe Siddhantin findsthe acceptance of Brahmaparinamavada 
unsustainable from the point of reasoning and Sruti. Thus neither 
reversible nor irreversible modification of B. into the world can 
stand the test of scrutiny and would cease to be a Purusartha. 
Thus B. would be reduced to a state of constant flux. As every 
one of the changes of state in which B. finds itself would in 
its turn be a change in its Nirvikára state, the Nirvikara-Sruti 
Will be falsified. Vivartavada has at least the merit of keeping 
B's nature immune from change of state now and again. If the 
changes undergone by B are irreversible there woulds be, no 
possibility of any Jiva shaking off his transformed condition to 
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attain freedom. It cannot be said that B's transforming itself 
into the world does not affect its immaculate nature as the 
transformation is only of its Sacchakti (being aspect) while it 
retains its true unchanging nature in respect of its CIt-Sakti 
- which acts as the efficent cause in B's transformation. This theory 
of the twofold nature of B would take away the unitary nature 
of B (ekarasa) and would militate against the declaration of the 
Sruti : 


Ekadhaiva anudrastavyam neha nanasti kimcana. 


This theory of the dual nature of B has also been reviewed 
by the Acarya and we shall see more of it shortly. 


If the term "Brahman" should be applied to the collective 
content Satyam, jnanam and ananda and not to each one of 
them individually, then, in so far as the aspect of Sattva alone 
is accepted as the material cause of the world, it would not 
be Brahman as a whole, that would be the material cause : 


Bhinnanam samudayasced nama Brahmeti ced bhavet 
Brahmopadanata na syad Visvasya hi kvacit (AV) 


Since B is the embodiment of all the three aspects put together 
and not each one of them taken singly and as only the Sat 
aspect is claimed to be the material cause of the world, the 
aggregate (Samudaya) as a whole which alone is B. according 
to the Pürvapaksa the Samudaya cannot be treated as the 
Upadanakarana of the world. The Sutra of Panini Janikartuh prakrtih 
only identifies the source from which a Separation of some other 
thing takes place (apadanavadhibhttam dravyam) is entitiled to 
be used in the ablative case as in the Ganga, emerges from 
the Himalayas (Himavato Ganga prabhavati) Gomayad Vréciko 
jayate. In cases like Prakrter Mahan Mahato ahamkarah the 
idea is that there is a part of Prakrti or Mahan which remains 
untransformed which constitutes the point of departure (avadhi) 
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to which the use of the ablative refers. Where an entire substance 
is transformed into another leaving no residue, the ablative case 
is not to be used. We do not say Ksirad dadhi jatam but only 
Ksiram eva dadhi jatam. In exceptional cases, its use must be 
treated as figurative. Moreover, the Mahabhasya has held that 
the Sutra Janikartuh prakrtih (Pan, i, 4, 30) can be dispensed 
with, as its scope is covered by the earlier Sutra Dhruvam 
apaye apadanam (i, 4, 24). Otherwise, if the Upadanakarana 
like milk completely changes into curds, there is nothing of the 
cause still left intact (dhruvam) to warrant the use of the ablative 
case: Nahi Upadanabhave dhruvam asti(NS). Therefore, it stands 
to reason that it is only when a part of the transforming substance 
separates from the base (upadana-samsrta-avadhibhaga) that 
base is referred to by the ablative case. It is only when the 
content of meaning of the later Sütra Janikartuh prakrtil (i, 4, 
30) embodies the same sense and conveys the same point that 
that the Bhasyakara's countermanding the later Sütra as fit to 
be dispensed with Ayam api yogah $akyo avakium would make 
sense. The concept of Upadanatva presupposes total modification 
of the causal substance (Upadiyate karyam anena svarupataya 
svikriyate ityupadanam). whereas the concept of Apadana 
presupposes disjunction of something from itself Apadiyate 
parityajyate anena iti apadanam. The difference between the 
underlying ideas of the two concepts must be self-evident. In 
the circumstances, if the Sütra Janikartuh prakrtih should, in 
the opinion of the Mahabhasyakara carry a sense different from 
that of Dhruvam apaye apadanam he could not be justified in 
countermanding the subsequent Sutra as unnecesary, superfluous 
and therefore dispensable. This should suffice to confirm the 
point that the real meaning of Janikartuh prakrtih is not contrary 
to what has been established by Dhruvam apaye apadanam and 
that it also falls within the scope of Apadana entitled to the 


use of the ablative. 
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Moreover the stand taken by Sankara that Janikartuh Prakrtih 
is a special rule enjoined for the use of the ablative is not in 
order. If the special enunciation means the use of the root 
"Jani'prádurbhàve alone, in particular, the use of the ablative 
in respect of other roots like 'bhü n  átmana 
akasassambhitah (Taitt. Up.) in the same sense of Jani would 
be indefensible. On the same analogy the Sūtra Bhuvah, prabhavah 
(i, 4, 31) and the instance given Himavato Ganga prabhavati 
would also be a case of transformation of the Himalaya into 
Ganga. It stands to reason therefore that much capital cannot 
be made out of the Sutra Janikartuh prakrtih in favor of B's 
Jagadupadanatva. In the same way other examples relied upon 
such as the genesis of Scorpions from cowdung are properly 
accounted for on the basis of the dung being the avadhi residual 
element wherefrom the body of the scorpion emerges which 


do not mean that the intelligent self of the poisonous reptile 
is generated by cowdung.! 


The Srutis Speak of B as the father and as our progenitor 
Yo nah pita janita (RV 10 823) The Mund. Up. gives the analogy 
of the Spider producing its web by its own self. Some commentators 
onthe Sütra have actually seized upon it under the Sutra Prakrtisca 
as supporting B's Upadanakaranatva. S's C. on B.S.i. 4,27 makes 
use of it in support of his (ostensible) theory of B as 
Jagadupadana : Yoni$abdasca prakrtivácakah samadhigato loke 
vakyasesad Prakrtivacanataya parigrhyateYatha Urnanabhih Srjate 


grhnate ca iti. Striyoner api astyeva avayavadvarena garbham 
prati Upadanakaranatvam (i.4, 27). 


These prseumptions are refuted by the Acarya pointing out 
the unscientific and fallacious nature of Such arguments. Closer 
thought would reveal that it is the foog eaten by the father or 
the saliva of the Spider that are the material cause of the son's 
body or the web. At no time can insentient matter produce a 
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sentient being or a non-sentient entity a sentient being or a 
sentient being produce another sentient being or a non-sentient 
entity by self-transformation 


Na Cetanavikaras syàd yatra kvapi hyacetanam 
Nacetanavikaropi Cetanas syat kadacana (AV) 


Inall cases of transformation of a cause into its effect the essential 
nature of the material cause is transmitted to the effect (as 
in respect of clay to the pot). If then, the material world is 
to be a material transformation of B, it should give evidence 
of its sentience, as the distinctive nature of B. is its sentience, 
which is not passed on to the material world. If this is not a 
vital requirement of material Karyakaranabhava the Carvaka 
philosopher may get away with his view that the so-called self 
is only a product of the four elements and Sankara himself could 
not refute the Dehatmavada theory of the Carvaka from the 
Vedantic point of view that the Acetana elements cannot be 
the cause of the intelligent self under the Sütra Eka atmanah 
Sarire bhavat (B.S. iii, 3, 53). 


Ramanuya's VIEW 


Both the Acarya and the NS. pass in review Ràmànuja's version 
of B's Abhinnanimittopadanavada. The essence of the Acarya's 
criticism is that R's way of defining Brahmopadanatva in terms 
of B's being the Adhisthatr (inner intellingent principle which 
brings about the transformation of Acit (prakrti) which constitutes 
its (Brahman's) body, in both its (Acit's) subtle and groos states. 
In this theory, it is not the Brahma-Caitanya as such which 
becomes the world of matter. As both the individual selves (Cit) 
and primordial matter (Acit) or Avyakta are the body of B, the 
latter as their immanent Ruler (Antaryami) by its benevolence 
will enable the Cit and Acit to transform from their subtle sates 
to a fully developed modified state to play their respective parts 
in fulfilling the Cosmic purpose behind all creation. The latent 


P Prakrtyadhikaranam 


potentialities of Cit and Acit are developed for their self-expression 
and educed by B. as their Adhisthatr. As what R. calls their 
Nàmarupa - abhivyakti after creation are properties of Cit and 
Acit as such and B is only the intelligent force which enables 
them to rise from their Anabhivyaktasvarupavastha to an 
Abhivyaktanamarupa state which they cannot do by themselves 
without the unifying power of the Lord, it would be more in 
the fitness of things to identify B's role in Cosmic creation according 
to R. as being the Apadanakarana rather than the Upadanakarana. 
In other words, B's role is more or less that of a Prayojakakartà 
in the transformation of Cit and Acit. The change from the subtle 
to the gross state takes place in them and not in B as such. 
The established meaning of 'Upadànakarana' is one of physical 
transformation of the cause as such. As B is of the essence 
of pure Caitanya and ananda it cannot undergo any physical 


transformation of its being like the physical substances of clay 
or gold. 


It would thus be proper and safer to restrict the use of the 
term "Upadana" to the physical transformation of a Substace. 
It would save much mysifying confusion of thought for R. to 
give up the phraseology of Parinamavada. This crucial point is 
brought out by Jayatirtha in his brief criticism of R's theory. 
He points out that according to R. Brahman which has 
Pradhàna, whose nature is very subtle, for its body as we have 
it from the Sruti "He who is Stationed in Avyakta and whose 
body is Avyakta." Here, as it is this Prakrti of which B. is only 
the Adhisthátr that acts as the material cause of the world, 
B itself is accepted as the material cause, This view is open 
to the same objection raised against the earlier view of B's 
Jagadupadanatva. R's version boils down to this that role of 
B. in the genesis of a son what is technically called an 
"Apadàna" which means the Source which remains fixed and 
unchanged when something gets away from it, as for instance 
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a leaf falling away from a tree (separating itself from it) as defined 
in Panini's Sutra Dhruvam apaye apadanam. Even tho R's version 
of Upadanatva in terms of Apadanatva is not hostile to our view 
of the part of B as the source of impulsion of Prakrti's transformation 
into the material world, in substance, it differs from those of 
Bhaskara and others according to whom B. actually becomes 
the material world. Still even this revised view of R. cannot 
be accpted as the right contextual interpretation of the Sütra 
Prakrtisca. Just see. What is the purpose of R' explaining the 
concept of Upadanatva of B. in his roundabout way? It cannot 
be to repudiate any distinction between the concept of Nimitta 
and Upadana causes, as it is with Bhaskara and others, who 
are full-fledged Brahma-Svarüpa-Parinamavadins. For R. has 
expressely admitted the existence of Pradhana (Avyakta) or 
Acit is the actual material of which the physical world is a 
transformation. And this Acit is one of the three principal 
metaphysical categories of his system : Isvariah Cid acit ceti 
padarthatritayam. Na vayam Avyaktam taiparinamavi$esam$ca 
svarüpena nàbhyupagacchaman. Api tu ParamapurusaSarirataya 
tadátmakatvavirahena. Tatha anabhyupagamad eva 
Tantrasiddhaprakriyanirasaneti (Sribhasya i, 4, 3) It cannot be 
said that Upadana in its primary sense signifies a ruling power 
Adhisthatrtva which actuates a transforming substance to do 
so. Such a definition of Upadanatva Is not the accepted meaning 
of the term in current Sastric usage of technical terms. Discerning 
and divertthe established meanings 
onnotation of accepted 


es. The only possible 


thinkers ought notto restrain 
of techincal terms, oughtnotto change thec 
concepts to suit their own whims and fanci 
reason for R. to depart from the accepted meaning of 
Upadána may be to controvert the position of 
Patanjala Sankhya which while recognising an Isvara unlike the 
Nirisvara Sànkhyas, makes the Acit Prakrti transform itself by 
its own power assigning to Isvara only a secondary role of being 
just an Anugrahaka, giving a nod of approval. As this assigns 
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a very minor role to B. in Cosmic creation, it deserves to be 
refuted by establishing that B has a much more important place 
in Cosmic creation by showing that even the Prakrti is ensouled 
by B and such Upadanatva of Prakrti is really due to B's power. 


We have only to point out that such an interpretation of the 
purpose of the sütra is out of place in this Pada. The proper 
place to admonish the Patanjala conception of the role of Isvara 
in Cosmic creation would be in the Samaya Pada (ii, 2) set 
apart for such purposes. The present Pada is concerned only 
with the direct Samanvaya of Scriptural terms and marks of 
import as such in Brahman (Tattu Samanvayat), in their highest 
primary and etymological application. Any discussion of whether 
B. is only the Nimitta or Upadana-Kanana of the world or both 
is thus out of place in the Samanvaya Adhyaya, which is concerned 


only with the Samanvaya of the names or their marks of import 
such as Prakrti Akasa etc. in B. 


SOME OTHER VERSIONS OF PARINAMAVADA OF B 


There is a fourth view of Brahmaparinamavada other than 
those of S's ostensible view of it as presented in his Sutrabhasya 
and Bhaskara's view of actual Brahmasvarupaparinama and R's 
view of itas Abhinnanimittopadana as the Adhisthatr of the parinama 


of Cit and Acit ensouled by B. from their subtle to their fully 
manifested state (abhivyaktavastha). 


This fourth view of its material Causality of the Universe is 
based in the Parinama of B's Sacchakti (aspect of being), while 
its Cicchakti operates as the efficient cause of the transformation 
of B. into the world. The Sat-sakti and the Cit-Sakti are the 
two aspects or powers of B. This theory seeks to give a new 
orientation to Brahmaparinamavada in respect of the world by 
driving a wedge between B's Cicchakti and Sacchakti keeping 
them at arms length from each other without overlapping SO 
far as the nimitta and Upadanakdranas are concerned. 
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It is not known who among the early commentators on the 
B.S. was the first to propound this theory. As Acarya Madhva 
is the earliest to go into the details of this theory, it may be 
takento have emanated from one of the many earlier commentators 
other than S. R. and Bhaskara, mentioned in theAcarya's biography. 
whose works have not come down to us. However it seems 
to have influenced the minds of Post-Madhva commentators like 
Srikantha and Vallabha. 


The outlines of the theory are briefly stated and refuted by 
the Acarya in his AV : 


Bhàgena parinamasced bhagayor bheda eva hi 
Yo bhago hyavikári syat sa eva asmakam l$varah 


The NS goes into the details of this theory and its criticism 
at some length. The crucial question here is whether the two 
aspects or Saktis of B. (the existential and the intelligent) are 
non-different from each other or different. If non-different there 
is bound to be overlapping of the two and their functioning. 
If they are differnet, only the Cit-part of B. will be the efficient 
cause and the Sad-part the material cause. Tho such a theory 
does not come in the way of our position that B. is only the 
efficient cause of the world and can be so, the difficulty still 
remains about it being the material cause also at the same 
time. As B by definition is not only Sad-atmaka but of the essential 
nature of Vijnana and Ananda as well, all of them will have 
to constitute the inseparable essense of B as given by the Sruti 
declaring B to be Ekarasa in speaking of its three essential 
attributes of Satya, jnana and ananda.. In whatever capacity 
B, may choose to act, it cannot be segragated from any one 
Of these essential attributes. 

s boil down to this that there are two 
e which is changeless and acting 
nd the other of a transforming 


The position would thu 
distinct entities in operation, on 
only as the efficient cause 8 


ode Prakrtyadhikaranam 


nature and acting as the material cause only, of the world. If 
that much is conceded, we who are advocates of the position 
that B can only be the operative cause of the world (nimitta), 
will have no quarrel with you. Our position is the cause which 
does not undergo any change in the process and acts only 
as the efficient cause of the world is to be named as Brahman 
and accepted as such and the other "part" or aspect given to 
transformation be identified with Prakrti (matter). As the other 
party has admitted two parts in B he cannot raise any objection 
to our position having committed itself to our view in the last 
analysis. The use of the term "bhaga" (part) in the AV in referring 
to this theory of the opponent is to be understood to have been 
made from his point of view of the relation between them. From 
our point of view the proper description of the "parts" would 
be to distinguish them as two different entities (dve vastuni ). 


Acarya also discusses another shade of Brahmopadanavada 
in which B. is conceived as dual in its nature of sat and cit 
where the sat part operates as the material cause of the world 
and the Cit part as the efficient cause. without clash. But this 
new theory conceives of B as a totality or an amalgam of all 


the three metaphysical attributes of Sat, Cit, ananda. This version 
too is not free from defects. 


Bhinnanam Samudayo nama Brahmeti ced bhavet 
Brahmopadanata na syat tada Visvasya hi kvacit (AV) ` 


This theory seems to have found favor with some followers of 
S. in support of his surface interpretation of the Sūtra Prakrtigca 
in terms of Brahmaparinama as a concession to the Sütrakara, 
the official view of Advaita being onlyVivartopadanatva as clarified 


by the Bhamati : Yatha sarpasyopadanam rajjuh tatha Brahma 
Jagadupadanam drastavyam. 


Any way, in this new theory B. is conceived as a totality 
or amalgam of all the three attributes of Sat cit and ananda 


without introducing any bifurcation or dichotomisation in the 
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nature of B. as a whole, for purposes of explaining its role as 
nimitta and upadana. However, according to this new theory 
B would be an amalgam of the three attributes as a whole. 
It requires to be clarified if the attributes of Sat, Cit and ananda 
is each of them Brahman or only their amalgam as such is 
B. The former would be opposed to the position of the Srutis 
which affirm B's undifferenced oneness. In the latter case, the 
Upadanatva (material causality) would apply only to the amalgam- 
Brahman as such and not to one of its components alone the 
viz, its Sattvam or Sanmatratvam and B itself would become 
the product of the amalgamation of the three attributes, with 
the result that Brahman as such will have the Samudaya of 
ihe three attributes as its upadanakarana (material cause) and 
cease to be the Upadanakarana of the world as such. As B 
as an amalgam will be an indivisible whole as a result of the 
amalgamation, it cannot detachits existential part from the whole 
and act as the material cause of the world. Nor can Brahman 
manage to extricate its attribute of Sattva from the amalgamated 
state, to play the role of material cause without seeking the 
aid of "ViSesas" and Savi$esa-abheda. 


JNANADEVA'S SPHURTIVADA 


Another version of Brahmopadanavada is the Sphurtivada or 


Cidvilásaváda associated with the name of the Saint-Philosopher 
of Maharashtra Sant Jnanadeva of the 13th Century as presented 
in his Amrtanubhava. Itis described by B. P. Bahirat in his Philosophy 
of Jnanadeva (Popular Prakasan Special edn. 1996 for the World 
Philosophers Meet, Pune, 1997). According to this account, world 
Creation in the philosophy of Jnanadeva is "a play of the Absolute 
and an expression of its love of itself, to see and enjoy itself 
manifested in diverse forms, in the mirror of the objective Universe, 
whichit has become." While this may be so, as far as the brighter 
Side of life on earth is concerned, it cannot evoke an 


equal measure of satisfaction OT appreciation when 
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it comes to the darker and uglier sides of life on earth abounding 
in all sorts of moral evil, depravity, deceit, disease, famine and 
pestilence, wars, floods, cyclones, earthquakes, hijacking, 
exploitation of the weaker by the stronger — not to speak of 
the latest menace to the survival of the human race from nuclear 
wars of our own times!! 


If the Absolute has chosento "express itself by itse/f becoming 
the universe", both its good and evil must partake of its nature. 
The sphurtivada seems to concentrate only on the rosy and 
beautiful side of life and draws a curtain across the ugly one 
when it says "The Atman is sointoxicated by the glorious spectacle 
of its creation, that it does not wish to see the same scenes 
once again in the mirror of the objective universe” (p. 74) - 
"Atman plays with Himself by becoming the process of the 
universe and feels happy - (p. 74) "The process of the Universe 
is nothing but Atman's Jove for Himself " (p. 75). "Jnanadeva's 
Absolute is dynamic and expresses itself in the form of becoming 
or the process of the universe" (p. 109) "God delights thro the 
infinite variety of forms of existence. Every form of existence 
therefore becomes endowed with wealth and beauty" (p. 146). 


It may be so if human life on earth were a living Paradise 


on earth. But the question is Is jf So, for all and for always?. 


So it appears that even "Sphurtivada" will have to give satisfactory 


answer to the objection raised by Ramanuja against the 
blandishments of Brahmaparinàma Vada : ISvarah svarüpenaiva 
Suranaratiryaksthavarabhedabhavena avasthita iti hi 
tadatmyavarnanam kriyate. Tatha sati sarvajivagata 
sukhaduhkhadi Sarvam Isvaragatam eva syat. Ekam eva 
ekamsena Nityaduhkhitvad amsántarena sukhitvam api na 
I$varatvaya kalpate, Brahmajnanapaksad apipapiyan ayam paksah 
(Vedartha - Sangraha). 
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Having refuted the Advaita position that world-appearance 
is a Vivarta of B, the Acarya goes on to bring together evidence 
from Scriptures in respect of the reality of the external world. 
He cites the following textsVisvam satyam (RV. 2.24. 12) Yacciketa 
satyam it (RV 10.55.6) Pra ghanvasya satyasatyasya karanani 
vocam (RV Il. 15. 1) Kavir manisi yathatathyato arthan 
vyadadhat $a$vatibhyas samabhyah (Isa 8). 


It cannot be said that these texts refer only to the provisional 
reality of the world (vyavaharikasatya) and not to its absolute 
reality (paramarthikasatya). By the same token the Advaita Sruti 
referring to the Advaita Brahman as "Tat satyam" (Chan. Up. 
vii. 8. 7) may share the same fate. If the earlier texts (quoted) 
are contradicted by Tat Satyam, the same can be said of Tat 
satyam in respect of Asad eva idam agra asit, which says Non- 
being alone was there in the beginning. The opinion expressed 
by S. that faith in the reality of the world serves no 
Purusartha (SBSB 1. 4. 14) is not correct. Knowledge of the 
reality of the world created by B. paves the way for a fuller 
knowledge of its inexhaustible majesty as the author of so many 
stupendous and wonderful Cosmic systems. Such knowledge 
is conducive to earning its grace. If it is argued that the reality 
of the world is opposed to the affirmation that the attainment 
of liberation consists in the attainment of oneness with B, which 
can only be achieved by knowing the Atman as the very essence 
of the cessation of the phantasmagoria of world-appearence, 
it may be countered by another argument that the acceptance 
of the sole reality of B is similarly opposed to the goal of Liberation 
as the realisation of the state of Voidness (sunyata) as propounded 
by the Buddhists. It may be argued that the evidence of our 
inner uncontradicted experience of pleasure or pain, joys and 
sorrows intuited by Saksi could be dismissed as inadequate 
to prove the reality of the external world as the inner exneiences 
are only the experiences of the mental states (manovrtti) which 
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cannot be extended to the case of external reality also, whose 
experiences are universal (sadharanaprapanca) in view of the 
fact that the inner experinece of the Asadharanaprapanca intuited 
by the Saksi are themselves tainted as the Saksi according to 
Advaita is only a reflection of Caitanya in Avidyavritti and as 
such its verdicts have no probative value. 


THE PLACE OF SAKSI 


The Acarya therefore proceeds to establish that Saksi is by 
no means a tainted instrument of knowledege. It is an instrument 
of true knowledge a/ways and can never err in its judgments 
at any time. The verdict of Saksi about the reality of its inner 
experiences of pleasure and pain and its experience of the external 
world (sadharanaprapanca) are both of them equally absolutely 
valid (niyatayatharthya). It is sadasuddha always an immaculate 
instrument of true knowledge and truth-determination at all times 
in regard to all its experiences, be they internal or external. 
There is no compartmentalising the judgments of the Saksi as 
inner and outer. It is the same untainted God-given instrument 
of true knowledge vouchsafed to all sentient beings. It is both 
Jnana-grahaka and Jnana pramanya-grahaka — a principle which 
grasps the fact of knowledge and its content and its validity 


also. as we shall see from the exposition o 


f the subject in what 
follows. 


The definition of Saksi in Advaita thought as tainted instrument 
being a reflection of Suddhacaitanya in Avidyavrtti has been 
examined and shown to be untenable on 
Nym-Tarangini (See my Advaitasiddhi vs 
date He-Appraisal p. 123). 


logical grounds in the 
Nyayamrta - An Upto 


; eXperience of 


Pleasure and pain, fear, 
Time, Space, etc. (J. Pramana Padd 


hati). 
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In regard to our experiences of the external world, the 
Sàksi plays the part of Jnanagrahaka, one who apperceives the 
knowledge and arbitrates its validity (pramanyagrahaka), — the 
latter after instituting necessary scrutiny (pari ksà), if assailed 
by doubts and otherwise straighway. Hence the objections against 
acceptance of its absolute validity in regard to its own experiences 
derived thro Manovrtti or intuited by it and their ratification by 
the Sáksi are all unsustainable. The experiences of the joys 
and sorrows of life and the happy repose of deep sleep belonging 
to the inner Prapanca and the hard realities of the external 
world endorsed by the Saksi, after full scrutiny thro tests must 
necessarily be accepted as final. The Acàrya therefore reiterates 
his Epistemological position on the unique role of the Saksi 
our God-given immaculate instrument of all knowledge and its 


validation : 


Saksisiddhasya na kvapi badhah syat tadadosatah 
Sarvakalesvabadhyatvam Saksinaiva pratiyate (AV) 


These points are discussed and established by the Acarya in 


what follows : 
Satyatvam gaganadesca Saksipratyaksasadhitam (AV) 


Not only are the internal experiences of the joys and sorrows 
real but the external world of time and space as established 
and ratified by the evidence of Sàksi. The term 'Saksi Pratyaksa' 
used by the Acarya is to confirm the point that Saksi is not 
a fourth 'pramàna' besides the well known three in the system. 
It partakes of the nature of Pratyaksa (as Saksi-Pratyaksa"). 
Pratyaksam saptavidham. Saksi-sad indriya bhedena (M. PL) If 
the term Pratyaksa is not used along with Saksi, it may not 
extend to the supersensible reals (atindriya). The combined use 
of the term Saksi-Prtyaksa is to emphasise the point that the 
perception of super-sensible reals and reality open to the five 
senses are all comprehended by the Saksi. In the latter case 
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the Saksi steps in for confirming and ratifying the validity in 
case of doubts. Thus, both the terms Saksi and Pratyaksa have 
been advisedly used by the Acarya. 


The NS points out that the validity of external perceptions 
(bahyapratyaksa) is not established beyond doubt or uncertainty 
always, at the first blush, unless and until Saksi sets its seal 
of approval : Na ca Saksina vinà bahyapratyaksa matrena 
aindriyarthakanam api satyata siddhyati ityatah Saksi tyuktam(NS). 


If the status of Saksi as an ever infallible final instrument 
of self-certification of the validity of all its intuitive experience 
in life is accepted, its first casualty will be the Advaitic dogma 
of the self as a subject - objectless experience. Atmani Svakriya 
Virodhat. Yagnya-Valkya's question, Vijnataram are kenaVijaniyat, 
would thus fall into its proper place as a Tarka argument in 
terms of a reductio ad absurdum. 


The Jaina thinkers and some others bring perception of Space 
under visual perception as for example the perception of space 
on the basis of the perception "Here" 


the bird is flying : Iha 
vihangamah patati. 


This cannot be accepted, as Space is a 
substance which has no form (rüparahitadravya) and hence it 
cannot be open to visual perception Ruparahitadravyatvena 
caksusasamagrivaikalyat. Otherwise, the Self too may have to 
be taken to be open to Visual Perception. Well, 
the experience Iha vihangamah patati 

answer is it is on account of its being 
visualised by the Saksi. This is not farf 


then, how is 
to be explained? The 
connected with Space 


à utale ghatabhava iti 
viSistacaksusapratyayah. ghatabhava 


pa 
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Upayana's View 


According to Kiranavali the term 'Iha' (here) in the statement 
Iha vihagah patati (Here the bird is flying) does not refer to 
some part of Space in the sky where the bird has been spotted 
as flying but to a sphere of light (alokamandala) as space is 
not open to visual perception (when we say "iha"). But then, 
we do have the experience elsewhere in the same sphere "here 
is light" (ina alokah) must naturally be the space where the 
alokamandala itself exits, which must be Space (Visualised). 
The explanation that the "ina" also refers to a part (avayava) 
of same alokamandala (the whole) abiding in a part of itself 
(Svavrttitva) which would be illogical for even in common parlance 
we do not find people referring to the hands and feet as the 
"body". Hence the Ihapratyaya must be taken to refer to Space 
as such and no other. 


Nor can Space be assumed to be established by Inference 
only as the seat of sound. If the term ‘Sabda stands for articulated- 
sound, it cannot be considered as a Guna as articulate sound 
is what is called "“varna" which is not a guna (of Akaéa). If 
it is "dhvani" it can be traced to some other dravya and not 
necessarily to Akasa. Moreover, granting that Akasa can be 
established by Inference, itcan only apply to bhutakasa (elemental 
space) and not to unmodified Space called “Avyakrtakasa, which 
is eternal, uncreated and formless, while Bhutakasa has a form 
(open to divyadrsti) and is limited and subject to creation and 
ceases to be in Pralaya. The existence of two kinds of 
Akaga (Akaga-dvaitam) has been established by the Acárya in 
the Viyad-adhikarana of the Sütras. Both Space and time are 
eternal, according to Dvaita philosophy and their absence cannot 
at any time or place be conceive 

Granting that Space is established and intuited by 


Saksipratyaksa also. how does it follow that this judgment of 
Saksi about the eternality and uncotradictability of Space remains 


d by any mental effort. 
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unconcontradicted for all the three periods of time, which is 
proof of absolute reality? Since the perception of 
Akàéa is unlike the awareness of the snake in rope which is 
not certified by the Saksi to be really existing, it follows that 
the perception of Akasa must be uncontradicted ang 
uncontradictable. As the Saksi is not open to any flaw and is 
identical with the Apperceiving Self of all knowledge and its 
validity, what is grasped by the Saksi as existing at a given 
place and time must be true for all time. For validity is a question 
of fact. not of duration. The judgments of the Saksi are ex hypothesi 
to be accepted as absolutely valid in the sense of not being 
contradicted at any period of time (traikalikabadhya). Even the 
non-eternals (the impermanent reals) which actually exist in time 
and place and are not merely imagined to exist cannot be said 
to be "contradicted" with reference to all the three periods of 
time which is what is philosophically understood by the term 
"bádha" in Advaita terminology. Pratyaksa may establish its data 
to be existing in space and time in a real sense, unlike the 
illusion of the snake in the rope. The assured existence of a 
given thing at some place and time is equivalent to its being 
uncontradicted in all the three periods of time. An impermanent 
thing may die and cease to be after a period. That is not the 
same as its "Bàdha" (contradiction). Even impermanent things 
whose existence in space and time is grasped by the Saksi 
on the evidence of tested Pratyaksa cannot be open to Badha 
in the accepted sense of that term of being 
Traikalikanisedhapratiyogi. As Vyasatirtha puts it : 


Svakale hyastitam grnhan Saksatkarah trikalagam 
Pratisedham nirundhàno grnhátyeva atyabadhyatam 


Once it is agreed that space and Time are established as what 
they are, their non-contradictability follows from the very fact 
of their being validated by Saksipratyaksa. The uncotradictability 
oftrue knowledge and its data established by Saksi is with reference 
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to all the three periods of time. This will be made known in 
its proper context in such terms as : 


Atitanagatau kalavapi na asaksigocarau (AV) 


But then what is the indisputable evidence of the existence of 
Time at all? We answer it is the evidence of our experience 
of deep sleep. In the state of deep sleep, all the sense organs 
including the mind cease functioning and there is no scope then 
for any external perception, inference or Agama in that state. 
But even in this state, there is the experience of Time when 
within a split second after waking up, one says to himself or 
others '| have slept happily all this time’. This reference to one's 
own personal experience testifies to the experience of Time in 
that state and its recapitulation by the intelligent self by its own 
svarupendriya, which is the Saksi. An objector may put in here 
that the person who has woken from his sleep only recalls 
his happy sleep in the state gone by. This facile view is refuted 
by Acarya. The point is this. May we ask whether the objector 
dismisses the back refernce to his own blissful experience of 
sleep by his own self (Saksi) previous to the time when he 
had just risen from his sleep, admitting that it was experienced 
by him and is being recalled by him (his own 
Saksi) or on the basis of some other Pramana? If it is the 
first alternative, our point is established. If the objector accepts 
the existence of a time in between his (earlier) wakeful state 
and his subsequent state after the termination of his own sleep, 
it is automatically proved he too recognises the fact that the 
man who has risen from his sleep recalls his experience there 
that he has had an experience of time during his sleep by his 
own Saksi, when no other sense organs was at work. lf the 
objector is not prepared to agree to this, he must ascribe the 
direct experinece in question to some Pramana other than that 
of the man's Saksi. As no other sense organ including the mind 
was functioning in that sate, the evidence of the person's 


Ded Prakrtyadhikaranam 


Sàksi must necessarily be accepted as the only proof of what 
he has been able to recall. As the Saksi has been awake as 
a witness to his blissful experience and as there is no other 
proof of any other sense organ functioning then, except the 
Saksi, it stands fully established that time, past present and 
future are all open to Saksi, it stands fully established that Time, 
past present and future are all open to Saksipratyaksa : 


Atitanagatau kalau api na asaksigocarau (AV) 


they are open only to Saksi. As time is thus cognised (intuited) 
even by the congenitally deaf, it cannot be said to be known 
only thro Agama. What is left is Inference. But the difficulty 
is that Inference cannot operate without a subject (paksa). Since 
the objector does not and has not so far conceded the existence 
of time as open to perception, he cannot make it the subject 
(paksa) in syllogistic form of reasoning in the absence of an 
acceptance of time as such, there can be no possibility of 
establishing a Vyapti (concomitance) Paksadharmata (presence 
of the hetu in the Paksa - minor term) and other requisites of 


an Inference. Thus, without a basic knowledge of time as a 
Paksa, no Inference is ever possible. 


Validity of Knowledge in Vedanta Sastra is self-established. 
The invaildity of any piece of knowledge is due to its being 
engendered by flaws. Since Saksijnana is the inner expression 
of the Caitanyasvarupa of Atman, it cannotbe liable to contradiction. 
If it should still be open to Contradiction, even Moksa can be 
held to be sublatable. If Advaita throws up the appearence of 
a contradictable Universe to our view and experience, we differ. 
We have shown elsewhere the impossibility of the self-luminous. 
Atmacaitanya ever being or becoming exposed 


or in part. No doubt we also admit th 
Bhavarupa "Ajnana" 


to Avidyà, wholly 
; € presence of 
in our system as the Cause of bondage. 
But the function of Avidyà in our system iS confined to keeping 
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the full svarüpa of Jivas of Jnana, ananda etc obscured in the 
state of Samsara and not what it is supposed to do in Advaita 
system viz to throw up an illusory appearance also in addition 
: Acchadya Viksipati. 


The point is this. All knowledge whether it takes the form 
of direct experience, remembrance or inferential is governed 
and circumscribed by time factor. Memory takes the form of 
that! (past). Experience takes the form “this is X". Inference 
takes the form X is, was or will be. 


"This and That" are not something unconnected with a present 
or a past or a future. This is borne out by everybody's experience 


and cannot be gainsaid : 


Tad etad iti sarvam ca drsyam và Smrtigocaram 
Sáksisiddhena kalena khacitam hyeva Vartate 

Tasmàn na tam vinà kincit smartum drastum athàpi va 
Sakyam tan nityasiddher hi nanumavasaro bhavet. (AV) 


This will not however bring Time within the orbit of direct visual 
perception. The perception of time can only be a qualified psychosis 
involving an adjunct of being known thro saksipratyaksa. 
(SaksisiddhaviSesanavisist apratyayah). 


It follows then that all knowledge of Vyapti, Paksadhramata 
etc of Inferential knowledge will be in a position to comprehend 
their data and respective content of thought only as intimately 
connected with a time factor. Hence as time factor is part and 
parcel of all knowledge intuited by the Saksi in establishing a 
relation of invariable concomitance (vyapti) between the probans 
and the conclusion, in all Infernence also. Hence, there is no 
need to seek the help of inference to establish the existence 
of Time. Inference of time can only reiterate what is already 
established by Saksipratyaksa. and is therefore a dispensable 


luxury : Nanumavasaro bhavet (AV). 
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This dispenses with the elaborate way of inferring the existence 
ofTime employed by Prasastapada in his Padarthadharmasangraha 
thro syllogistic reasoning on the basis of marks of inference 
such as the notions of temporal past, present or future, simultaneity 
or non-simultaneity, wide stretch of time or narrowness of interval 
of time etc : Kalah para-apara-vyatikara yaugapadya-ayaugapadya- 
cira-ksipra-pratyayalingah. As these very concepts of temporal 
precedence or subsequence are themselves rooted in a prior 
conception of Time, there is no need to institute any Inference 
to establish the existence ofTime. Nobody who has seen Devadatta 
holding a stick in his hand or has herad of him as such will 
set about inferring the existence of the stick (in his band) or 


as the saying goes Na hi karini drste Citkarena tam anumimate 
anumatarah. 


To sum up the net result of what has been elaborately discussed 
— Though Space, Time, mind and its states, experiences of 
joys and sorrows are all directly established by the Saksi, other 
substances are established by the evidence of the senses, marks 
of inference or the authority of Verbal testimony, as the case 
may be... All knowledge relating to the existence or non-existence 
of particular entities or principles necessarily grasp their objects 
in terms of their being real and actually existing or non-existing. 
There can be no knowledge which can fall outside these two 
forms of predication as existing or non-existing in time and space. 
This should not be supposed to render the predication of existence 
or non-existence in a judgment such as 'the pot is' or the cloth 
is not, redundant or self-contradictory. The judgment "the pot 


is" has for its purport the exitstence of the pot at a specific 


period of time and place. In some cases the predication "is" 


is intended to remove possible apprehansions whether the pot 
is there or not, If a vague reference to "pot" is alone made, 
without articulating its actual existence or non-existence Similarly 


in respect of the predication "the cloth is not". This has to be 
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understood to restrict its non-existence at present without prejudice 
to its possible existence at some other time and place. It would 
be well to remember that a predication such as "is" or "exists" 
does not mean or imply that it must necessarily really exist 
always and at all places. 


The essence of validity consists in being true to facts 
(yatharthyam). It is always grasped by the person who intuits 
the fact of knowledge, who as we have seen, is the Saksi with 
his Svarüpendriya which is Savi$esabhinna with the Saksi himself. 
It follows then that the Saksi grasps the validity of the content 
of that knowledge also in terms of its remaining uncontradicted 
in all the three perids of time. 


On the other hand, if the object of a given piece of knowledge. 
be it of an eternal or non-eternal, limited or pervasive, should 
be liable to be contradicted (Negated) in its own locus of 
presentation, even with reference to the particular time and place 
where ithas been presentedas existing(which is what contradiction 
means to Advaita philosophy — Pratipannopadhau svarüpenaiva 
traikalikanisedhapratiyogitvam (as defined by the Advaitasiddhi), 
where is the sense in maintaining at the same time that the 
Saksi grasps the validity of its datum of his knowledge as intuited 
by it? It would be taking away what has been given by one 
hand by the other. An objector may intervene here : If your 
Saksi which grasps the fact of his knowledge invariably grasps 
its validity also, and realised that the experiences of the external 
World are real by virtue of its inherent validity, by the same 
token, he should be presumed to have realised the validity of 
the presentation of shell as silver or the snake in the rope also 
as it is the same Sáksi who grasps both these experiences 
of the Pramà and Bhrama. If it is pointed it in reply to such 
an irresponsibe objection that items of knowledge such as of 


the snake in the rope have no validity at all as they are 


misapprehensions, the objector may turn round and retort in 
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the same way our knowledge of external reality of the world 
at large is a/so equally illusory. To avert such a contingency, 
the Siddhantin will have to predicate that the power of the Saksi 
Which grasps the fact of knowledge is inherently equipped to 
grasp its validity straightway without any preconditions. In that 
case, the same would apply to the perception of silver in the 
shell, the snake in the rope and other illusory perceptions also, 
So much so that the Dvaitin's stand of Saksi as Pramanya- 
grahaka in his own right (svatah) would recoil on him. 


The NS therefore steps in to clear the gratutitous 
misunderstanding of the Siddhanta position. Our position is this. 
It is not that in grasping the fact of a knowledge, the Saksi 
automatically grasps it as valid, invariably. The Saksi takes 
it to be valid provided it is flawless and adjudges it as invalid 
if it finds it vitiated by flaws.. If the Saksi finds it necessary 
to make sure of its validity before accepting it as valid in cases 
of any conflicting or obstructing factors about the knowledge 
in question, he suspends judgment and institutes a scrutiny by 
subjecting it to atest (pariksa) of correspondence of discrepancy 
in relation to similar or dissimilar items of knowledge at his 
disposal. After going thro a Process of test of comparison and 
contrast and satisfying himself that the knowledge in question 
is reliable and valid he decides, If the test shows defects in 


the knowledge, he rejects its validity, In respect of the world 


of names and forms after putting it to rigorous tests with all 
possible care and effort and finding that the experience of its 
reality is fully justified, he stands by it. It is in this sense that 
we hold the experience of the external world to be real as endorsed 
by the Saksi. The case is other with other experiences. At the 
stage where the flaws are discovered, there is no affirnation 
of validity and when flaws are actually discovered, the knowledge 


becomes decidedly invalid. It may be said here that even in 


respect of cognitions such as silver in Shell there is obviously 
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a conferment of reality. How else should one account for the 
automatic response to it by stretching the hand to pick it up 
or preparing to run away after an illusory perception of a snake 
in the rope? The NS says we do grant there is such unsuspecting 
response. The only thing is that it is a response which has 
not reached to the Saksi level. It is just a response at the mental 
level and it is well known that the mind is prone to be assailed 
by doubts and easily susceptible to many a weakness of greed, 
fear or other external pulls and complexes. Not so the Saksi 
who is a hard task master and an incorruptible judge. 


Well then, if the Saksi grasps the validity of knowledge with 
the help of tests, there is bound to be regression of tests. For 
a test (pariksa) cannot be in a position to determine validity 
of another without being assured of its own correciness and 
that would require another testand that again another adinfinitum. 
There can be no prospect of a final decision. Moreover, Saksi's 
credentials of absolute validity are not yet established, if is in 
a fix. It can hardly profess to sit in judgement over the validity 
of another piece of knowledge and if the Saksi has to go thro 
another test to establish its own bona fides, to seek the help 
of another agency to apperceive its own judgement it would 
still lead to an unavoidable regression once again. 


The Acarya breaks thro this dilemma Pari ksadesca satyatvam 
tena hyeve Matam bhavet. The confirmation of the results of 
the Pariksa when and where instituted by the Saksi is also within 
the competence of Saksi to decide by himself without invoking 
the aid of another Pariksa. This is confirmed by every one's 
anubhava, the terminus of all tests. Once such a final satisfaction 
is reached, there will be no need to pursue further tests. Tests 
are not for their own sakes. They are intended to lead to 
implementation of their results and are nota theoretical exercise. 
The position is this. Tests in the form of employment of the 
Principles of adjudgement are forthe purpose of confirmingabsence 
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of flaws in the given experience or knowledge. Only what is 
open to doubt can be made the subject of tests. Doubts can 
arise only when there is room for two different posibilities. |t 
follows then that Pariksa will be needed only when there is a 
likelihood of the presence of defects which can lead to a legitimate 
doubt and tests will be called for only in such a contingency 
and not everywhere. One cannot honestly say that there is sure 
to be a suspicion of the presence of flaws every-where. There 
is no possibility of doubs rearing their heads in a matter established 
to the satisfaction of the Saksi.2 Hence there is no fear of regress 
of tests. Take an example. A thirsty traveller is told by a passer 
by Sir. there is water available at such and such a place. The 
traveller wonders whether the words are trustworthy or a hoax. 
He goes to the place indicated and gets a cup of water offered 
to him. Looking into the color of the liquid and perceiving that 
it must be water that is placed before him, he still questions 
himself if his inference is correct or not. After acually tasting 
the liquid and feeling refreshed, his doubts are set at rest. This 
satisfaction reached at the Saksi level is ao longer in doubt. 
There is no need for Pariksà after it and no fear of regress. 
Thus the fear of Pariksa-anavastha is exorcized. The Saksi is 


by definition Jnanapramanya - grahaka and is self-luminous in 
respect of his own judgments. 


The resort to Pariksà does not however make the validity 
of knowledge extrinsically made out (paratah). For the purpose 
of Pariksa is strictly limited to removing lingering suspicions 
of defects (dosa) in the knowledge on account of defects in 
the mechanism of knowledge or other Possible causes which 
may cloud the mind and retard its Power to come to a conclusion 
and report it to the Saksi, which has to adjudge the correctness 
or otherwise of the knowledge and its Content by its own inherent 
power. This power of the Saksi is arrested for the nonce by 
doubts of the mind about the Possibility of defects at its source 
or operational process. It is to clear the groünd jn such cases 
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that the Saksi institutes a critical examination to eliminate their 
possibilities. Once the ground is cleared, the inherent power 
of the Saksi steps into ratifiy the correctness of the knowledge. 


It cannot be said that this modus operandiis equally applicable 
to the ascertainment and adjudication of invalidity (apramanya) 
also, which will make invalidity of knowledge also to be equally 
self-established after due examination. The NS points out that 
there is a fundamental difference in the case of validity, The 
function of Pariksa is only to remove the possibility of defects. 
Doubts are not and need not be present in all cases of knowledge. 
A thirsty person feeling refreshed after drinking water is no longer 
assailed by doubts. Self-satisfaction of the Saksi is the acid 
test of all Pramanyajnana. If the resort to tests is to be deemed 
to be a necessary auxiliary (sahakari) to determine validity in 
all cases without exception, it would lead to a regressus ad 
infinitum in all cases and no conclusion could ever be reached 
either in regard to Pramanya or apramanya. It is the Saksi which 
gives its due to ascertainment of Pramanya or apramanya in 
the end. 


The part of pariksa in deciding the question of the validity 
of knowledge is stricly limited to the removal of obstacles in 
the way of affirming its Pramanyas. In cases where there are 
no obstacles at all, the pursuit of Pariksa is not a requisite 
for the affirmation of validity. Such cases are those of Atmasvaru 


pa, and its essential properties, Time and Space 


(Avyakrtakasa) and others which are directly intuited by Saksi 
thro the anupramanas of Pratyaksa, inference and Sabda. If 
Pariksa is inisted upon aS a necessary auxiliary sahakari in 
affirming validity one would have to resort to it everywhere, 
as no effect can be produced by a cause without the agency 
of the auxiliary. We have already seen that if Pariksa were an 


indispensable auxiliary it would inevitably lead to regression. 
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If for fear of regression one should agree to re/ax the necessity 
for Pariksa in some cases, one would have to give up the position 
that Pariksa is indispensable in all cases of determination of 
validity. It must therefore be recognised that there is a wide 
difference in the role of Pariksa in confirming pramanya or "A- 
pramanya". For, we have seen that there is no need for further 
Pariksa in respect of Saksijnana grasping the validity of knowledge 
straightway, at least in some cases of intuiting Atmasvrupa and 
some others. But correspondingly there is no case where 
Apramanya is affirmed without Pariksa, which shows there are 
exceptions to the necessity of Pariksa at least in 
Pramanyavadharana. In other words resort to Pariksa is not 
obligatory in all cases of affirmation of Pramanya (by the 
Saksi) whereas it is absolutely necessary in affirming invalidity. 


It may be wondered why Dvaita philosophy should make any 
distinction between Saksijnana and other forms of valid knowledge 
produced by the Anupramanas of Pratyaksa, inference and Sabda 
and admit the need for Pariksa in respect of the latter alone. 
The reason is that the direct intuitive experineces of the 
Saksi are not open to doubt at any time. Apart from its role 
of arbiter of Pramanya in respect of knowledge arising from 
the three Pramanas, the Saksi has its own intuitive experiences 
of Atmasvarupa, its attributes, Avidya, mind. Time and space 
which need no certification. Thus the classification of Jnana 
into Saksijnana and Aindriyaka (sensory) Laingika (inferential) 
and Sabda (verbal testimony) in Dvaita philosophy is its most 
significant contribution to Indian Epistemology. 


Accordingly, the NS explains the rationale of this classification 


in its own lucid way. The Saksi takes into account the hard 
facts of life that knowledge arising from the three 
anupramanas in worldly life is Sometimes correct and sometimes 
not so, and as it is the Saksi that is the ultimate judge of which 
is true or untrue in the domain of knowledge by its capacity 
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not only as Jnanagrahdka does not choose to accept all knowledge, 
produced by the Anupramanas at their face value having regard 
to the vagarious nature of the Anupramanas sometimes and 
therefore insists on instituting tests if it has any reason to doubt 
their veracity by going thro two or three stages of Pariksa till 
reaches its se/f-satisfaction (atmatrpti). As the Saksi had at no 
time before found himself in the wrong or had any reason to 
go back on his own judgement, he stops when he feels fully 
satisfied.In regard to its inner experiences of the joys and sorrowos 
of life or of Atmasvrupa time and space etc he finds no reason 
to go in for tests and sets the seal of approval of validity on 
them without further ado. This then is the raison détre for the 
classification of knowledge in Dvaita philosophy into Saksi-jnana 
and other types of knowledge produced by the three Pramnaas. 


However, if it is to be admitted that the resort to Pariksa 
for whatever reason (to ratify Validity of knowledge by the 
Saksi) would tend to make for Paratahpramanya, it may beconceded 
as an Abhyupagamavada, in which case, only Saksijnana may 
be accepted as Svatahpramana. However, under proper conditions, 
the knowledge produced by the Anupramanas carry their own 
validity. It cannot be said that the senses are always deceiving 
us. The point is that knowledge produced by the three Pramanas 
fall under the category of Vrtti-jnana, which are not Svaprakasa 
as they are not of the nature of Caitanya : Vrttijnananam 
Svaprakasatvam eva tavad asat. Acaitanyajnanasya 
Svaprakasatva-abhavat. Astu va Jnanam svaprakasam. Tathapi 
svartipamatra eva. Natu tad-dharme pramanye api. This confirms 
the statement of the NS earlier : 

Yadi ca grahakatiriktasya yatha katham cid api 

praveáát paratah pramanyam iti, tada saksina eva 

svatahpramanyam anyasya paratah ityangikarepi na 


virodha iti sanksepah (NS) 
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VYAVAHARIKA PRAMANYA REFUTED 


Since Pramanya of all knowledge is self-established inVedanta 
philosophy and Saksi is the only epistemological principle which 
intuits its validity, no invidious distinction can be made to restrict 
its powers of validation to the deliverances of the Srutis like 
Tat satyam (Brahman alone is real) and deny its competence 
to adjudge the validity of the facts established by other Pranmanas 
like Pratyaksa, about the external world. The Acarya vigoruously 
Opposes the tendency of Advaita to downgrade the powers of 
the Saksi to establish the absolute Pramanya of Pratyaksa and 
other means of knowledge to what it calls 
Vyavaharikapramanya which is time-bound, temporary and open 
to Badha, liquidation, which consists in being open to negation 
in essence (svarüpena) with reference to all the three periods 
oftime (traikalikanisedha) including the periodof its (appearence) 


as such. Vyavaharikapramanya is in reality a myth, a make- 
believe, a fiction of thought. 


Anyatha $rutiyukyàdipramànaisca sahaiva tu- 

Akasmad VinivrttiSca kim vi$vasya na $ankyate? 
If the Saksiis unreliable in its judgment about the absolute validity 
of Pratyaksa and other Pramanas, it should be open to us to 
suppose that the world along with the Srutis and Brahman too 
may one day without any reason whatsoever (akasmat) be 
liquidated! The Advaitin may argue that B. cannot be liquidated 
at all as it is other than Ajnana and its effect. Nor can the 
existence of B be taken to be an illusory projection because 
an illusory projection needs to have a real substrate (adhisthana) 
for a superimposition of an unreal upon it and a perceiver 
(Saksi) of the illusory Projection and an illusory Projection cannot 
remain uncontradicted for ever (niravadhika). But even these 
grounds of B's uncontradictability would have to be grounded 
in the evidence of Saksi in the end for their veracity. Those 
who contend that Saksi which grasps the validity of Pratyaksa 
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and other Pramaņas does not do so with regard to them in 
its absolute sense but only as valid for the time being 
(tātkālika), will have to answer the question whether the Saksi 
which grasps the validity of Pratyaksa and other Pramanas does 
not do so in its absulute sense but only as limited for the time 
being because it has no power or competence to intuit and 
endorse their validity in its absolute sense, or has power and 
competence to do so. If it has such power, what prevents it 
from exercising it in regard to the deliverances of Pratyaksa 
and other Pramanas? If it has no such power, it cannot also 
grasp the uncotradicted and uncontradictable reality of Brahman 
too established by the Srutis. In that case, there will be no 
way of being assured of Brahman's uncontradictable reality. 
So much so that in the absence of proofs for or against the 
position, we can not be assured of the uncontradictable reality 
of B, the knowledge of B gained from the Srutis would not be 
the true knowledge of B (tattvajnana) and it would be like chasing 
a shadow for any one to exert himself to attain the knowledge 
of B. at all. |f it is admitted that the Saksi has such inherent 
power to grasp uncontradictable validity of its data only in some 
cases and not in others, one must spell out the criterion on 
which such a distintion is made, instead of dogmatising on it. 
We, forour part, have let in ample evidence to show that aceptance 
of the infallibility of the judgements of the Saksi is the sine 
qua non for arriving at and establishing any unqualified 
Epistemological Certitude in the domain of knowledge. 


Well, ask the Mayavadinss : If B is liable- to contradiction, 
how is it that it has not been sublated so far? And as it has 
remained unsublated all this time, so far, there can be no reason 
to suppose the possibility of its sublation in future too. 


Such an answer has already been met by us asking a question 


Why it should not be supposed to be sublated without reason 


(akasmat) all of a sudden. The presumption that since there 
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has been no contradicion so far of B. it will continue to be 
uncontradicated hereafter too, will have to be grounded in the 
acceptance of our position of the absolute uncontradictability 
of the judgements of the Saksi, which is not acceptable to the 
Mayavadin. If he accepts it, he can hardly challenge the Dualistic 
position of the uncontradictedness and uncontadictability of our 
worldly experiences which are also attested by the same 
Saksi. 

However, one may raise a point of order. What is meant by 
the argument that what has till now remained unsublated will 
remain so hereafter too"? Is it a bare possibility of B's not being 
liable to sublation hereafter, too, or an Inference? A supposition 
too partakes of the nature of a doubt and is not a certainty 
and cannot remove the doubt. If it is a pucka Inference, there 
can be no termination of Mülàvidyà in Advaita philosophy and 
of world appearence. For Mulavidya has not been sublated so 
farand as such the inference based on the ground that whatever 
has not been sublated so far will remain unsublated for ever 
collapses. The Vyapti taken for granted by the Mayavadin will 
not stand scrutiny. Silver in shell and snake in the rope (illusions) 
not sublated then and there are still sublated after a time. 


Let us put a straight question. Is the sàksi unable to grasp 
the absolute reality of its data, congenitally, or is it competent 
to do so only in some cases and not in others? This point has 
already been discussed by us and it has been made clear that 
no invidious distinction can be made in the powers of the 
Saksi, Well, it may be so if the knowledge arising from the senses 
about the reality of the world is flawless. It is not so for it relates 
to the world which is a product of Avidya, like the knowledge 
of the snake in the rope. We are entitled to ask which is the 
abode (asraya) of this Avidya. Since the Jivas are given as 
many in our experience, that manyness has ultimately to be 
due to Avidya. The question therefore is bound to arise as to 
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whose ignorance (avidya) has given rise to this notion of manyness 
among Jivas. It is a valid question as they cannot be the imaginations 
of one another. In that case, it will be impossible to identify 
the "Original". Jiva whose ignorance has caused all this confusion. 
The Eka-Jiva-vadis among Mayavadins hold that there is one 
such Jiva of whose original Avidya, the rest of them are the 
products of imagination, like small reflections in small mirrors 
facing a large one so adjusted. This theory is said to be attested 
by the Sruti text Anadimayaya supto yada Jivah prabudhyate 
(Mandukya) where the singular number is used. This “Eka-jiva- 
ajnanavada is held to be the real truth of the matter, The other 
Bahujiva-ajnanavada based on the separate ignorances of many 
Jivas is said to be for the consumption of the dull-wiited. The 
Acarya rejects the former as unauthentic. As for the Sruti text 
quoted in support of it, its proper interpretation wiil be made 
clear in due course. Moreover, there are clearly worded Sruti 
texts which speak of the Supreme Brahman as the Lord of many 
Jivas like Brahmadeva and others who have been broughi into 
creation by the will, intelligence and activity of the Supreme 
B. We have to ask a few questions of the Ekajivajnanavadin 
who holds that this Universe which consists of Jivas and 
Ajivas is the outcome of the Ignorance of one original hypothetical 
Jiva, whether that hypothetical Jiva is your own good self or 
another different from your good self. If it is different from you, 


since your own good self will be the outcome of his ignorance 


or imagination, your good self will not have to be bothered about 


your bondage and release and put forth any effort to achieve 
freedom by taking up Sanyasa asrama to attain Brahmanirvana 
(See S. GB II 72). If your own good self is that hypothetical 
Self which has imagined the phantasmagoria of created world 
under the spell of Avidya, the question will be, do you actually 
perceive other Jivas such as adherents and others among your 
disciples? If you do, do you perceive them as really existing 
or not existing? In the former case, a person who is able to 
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see others as his adherents as really existing, like himself, still 
goes about saying 'I am the only real self. All the rest are the 
projections of my imaginations (due to Avidyà) such a person 
would be belying his own words. As one cannot be too sure 
of himself being the original hypothetical Jiva, all moral laws 
and ethics will cease to have any meaning or justification and 
the mandate of Lokasangraha would cease to have any justification. 
If the Ekajivajnanavadin does not see any others as real beings, 
he could not engage in propagating his philosophy or engage 
himself in disputations with other thinkers to establish his Siddhanta 
or write voluminous commentaries on Srutis and Sastra works 
to clarify their knotty points for the enlightenment of others. 
If the Ekajivajnanavadin says | know that all such activities are 
futile and | am not really saying anything or doing anything in 


reality. such a person can hardly be regarded as sensible 
(preksavan). 


In the earlier sections the Acarya had brought out the conflict 
with external evidence in the Monistic interpretations of the Sruti. 
He now takes up the question of the conflict with external evidences 
and propounds their cogent and consistent meanings. In earlier 
contexts the general incompatibilities of the Monistic interpretations 


had been discussed. Here, the Acarya goes into specific texts 
and their exegesis. 


Mayamatram idam dvaitam and Vacarambhanam vikarah are 
the two most important Srutis in the Advaita armoury by which 
the Theistic philosophies are sought to be cowed down. 


The first one from the Mandikya Upanisad consists of the 
couplet : 


Prapanco yadi vidyeta nivarteta na samśayah 
Mayamatram idam dvaitam advaitam paramarthatah 
Vikalpo vinivarteta kalpito yadi kenacit 

Upadesad ayam vado jnate dvaitam na Vidyate 
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There is à good deal of controversy about the original status 
of these verses which have been claimed to be part of the 
Agamasasrta of Gaudapada of which the | Prakarana is’ based 
onthe text of the Mandukya Upanisad, which consists of twentynine 
slokas interspersed with the text of the Upanisad at the end 
of each of its four Khandas, with the introductory Atraite sloka 
bhavanti. Tho' now appropriated by the Advaita school as 
compositions of Gaudapada himself, there is evidence to show 
that they were accepted asSruti texts forming part of the Mandukya 
Upanisad itself from as early as the days of Suresvara and 
Anandagiri of the Sankara school and the author of the 
Vivekacüdamani and by Ramanuja himself who has quoted the 
text Anadimayaya suptah as Sruti text, Kuranarayana of the 
Visistadvaita tradition has also commented on these slokas in 
his Bhasya on the Mandukyopanisad. So also Acarya Madhva. 
Modern scholars are generally inclined to regard them as the 
Karikas of Gaudapada himself. | have discussed this problem 
of the Srutitva of these twentynine Slokas in five research papers 
contributed to leading Journals of Oriental Research and in my 
History of Dvaita school of Vedanta and its literature and in 
my work on the Mahatatparya of Mahavakyas and other Advaita 
Srutis. The interested reader is refered to these sources. The 
Acarya and the NS are not interested in the historical problem 
es. Their interest is in their thought content and 
are consistent with the Advaitic 
s what matters philosophically. 


of these vers 
their exegesis and whether they 
interpretation put on them which i 


aws attention to the most crucial point about 
the two verses which are more often than not, ignored or lightly 
dismissed as immaterial as minor verbal details. At the outset 


the NS explains that tho' the Sutra referring to Pratijna 
‘the text of the Chan. Up. are 
priority to the text from the 


The Acarya dr 


drstanta and their Anuparodha in 
to be tackled first, he has given 


274 Prakrtyadhikaranam 


Mandukya Up. as it has close topical connection with the theory 
of Ekajivajnanavada and the unreality of the Universe taken to 
be implied by its terms, according to the Advaita interpretation, 


The most striking fact about the two slokas from the Mandukya 
is the unmistakable way in which they are worded in the form 
of a reductio ad absurdum or what is called a Prasanga or 
Tarka form of argument involving an 'Anistaprasanjana' cornering 
the opponent into accepting what is unpalatable to him by the 
very manner of the argumentation directed against him. Coming 
to details, the NS rightly points out that in the two slokas there 
are present two "ifs" (Yadi-Sabdadvaya) and two predictative forms 
of the verb in its potential modal form "Lin" which is the recognised 
pattern of a Tarka argument. In other words the thesis is not 
expressed as an affirmative proposition as the NS brings out, 
at the very outset : 

Yadyatra Prapancamithyatvam abhidhitsitam syat, tadà yoyam 
Prapancah vidyata iva dréyate sa nivartisyate. Ajnanakalpito 
Vikalpah vinivartisyata iti vaktavyam. Yadyadayastu $abdàh 
vigatartha Viruddharthasca. Tatprayoge hi prasangadvayaparam 
etad vakyam iti vijnayate. 

If an affirmative predication or a plain statement of facts about 
the world had been intended to be coneyed, the proper wording 
should have been: The Universe which appears to exist will be 
liquidated. The misconception about the world engendered by 
Ajnana will disappear. "That is all. The use of the Lin form of 
the verb in both the verses and the use of the hypothetical 
"If" in both the verses is not only inconsistent with a plain statement 
of facts but suggestive of an opposite intention of a reductio 
ad absurdum. The studied manner of the wording as above is 
an unmistakable pointer to the fact that the argument intended 
is one of reductio ad absurdum a Tarka or a Prasanga form 
of argument as in “If the mountain were without fire on it there 
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will be no smoke issuing out of it. The use of the verb [Vidyeta] 
in its Lin form and the word Kenacit kalpito yadi will also be 
out of place, if a simple statement of fact had been intended. 


A prasanga form of argument has to be taken to its logical 
conclusion of its consequent being detrimental to the interest 
of the other party in terms of the non-liquidation of the world- 
apperance in the present case. In order to make the point clearer 
still, the Acarya brings out the contextual meaning of the predicate 
"Vidyeta" that it is to be construed in the sense of Utpadyeta 
(If it had been produced by some adventitious circumstances) 
and not in the radical sense of Vid to be,to exist. Just as the 
verb vid here conveys the sense of genesis 'utpattimattva 
correspondingly the term 'nirvarteta' too conveys the sense of 
destruction or natural death and not sublation (badha) or negation, 
in terms of being the counter positive of a negation in essence 
or a denial of existence with reference to all the three periods 
of time. The root Vid (in Vidyeta) is to be construed in the the 
sense of being born or having a genesis and not merely of 
existence as such. Apart from the fact that the meaning of Utpatti 
(genesis) is accepted for the root Vid by those well versed in 
the science of Grammar, only the sense of utpatti would be 
consistent with the context, because only the sense of genesis 
(utpatti) will be consistent with 'nivrtti' or ceasing to exist or 
being liable to destruction. Destruction of being and Badha of 
a thing are quite different. 


To explain — Here, in the predication Prapanco Yadi Vidyeta 
nivarteta (If the world exists, it will be liquidated) the manner 
of wording clearly shows it is not an affirmative proposition but 
a Tarka argument (a reductio ad absurdum). A Tarka argument 
is founded on a sound Vyapti (invairable concomitance) between 
the probans and the conclusion. It is intended to corner the 
Opponent into surrendering his position and accepting that of 
the opponent. Vyapyangi kare anist avyapakaprasanjanam). In the 
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circumstances, there should be a clear invariable concomitance 
between what has been predicated, the hypothetically put up 
(apadakataya uktartha) the antecedent (whatever exists) and what 
has been put up as its consequent (apadya) viz. liquidation 
(badha). However a little reflection will show that for the most 
partitis the actual genesis of a thing (its actual birth or production) 
that is consistent with subsequent destruction (nivrtii or nasa) 
and not real existence of a thing in space and time. If in Spite 
of this, the ill - founded Vyapti. is pressed to its logical conclusion, 
It would expose the opponent's position to a clear fallacy of 
overpervasion in regard to Brahman itself which exists (always) 
but is not liquidated! To press such an ill-fated 
Vyapti to its logical conclusion would be digging the grave so 
far as the uncontradicted reality of Brahman is concerned. It 
follows from this that on account of the absence of a proper 
syntactic relation (anvaya) between "Vidyeta" (understood in the 
sense of "existence" from the point of view of the Advaita 
interpretation of the text itself) the only viable sense in which 
Vidyetacan be understood is that of Utpatti or whatever is subject 
to actual birth or production, which would naturally be subject 
to destruction. It is only things which have a beginning, a birth 
or come into existence for the first time thatare liable to destruction 
subsequently, The expression 'práyah' in the Acarya's statement 
: Utpattir eva hi nivrttivyaptiyuk pràyah is to exclude cases of 
"dhvamsa" (total destruction) which has a beginning but no 
end? (sadir anantah). Hence the Vyapti from the Siddhanta point 
of view should be qualified as Bhavatve Sati yad utpattimat tat 
Nivrttiyuk. It has therefore to be accepted that the only adequate 
and proper meaning of the root'vig (in Vidyeta) in this context 
is that of Utpatti and not existence as such. The circumstance 
that the Dhatupatha in Grammar does not mention 
one of the meanings of the root 'Vid' is not a serious objection. 
For the meanings recorded of the dhatus in Sanskrit Grammar 
are not exhausive but only illustrative as can be seen from well 


‘Utpatti’ as 
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known sayings of Grammarians themselves : Dhatunam 
anekarthatvat. Prayogato avagantavyah anekartha hi dhatavah. 
The layman's inadeqacy of equipment to go beyond what has 
been actually recorded cannot stand in the way of accommodating 
other viable meanings where necessary : Etena alpajnanàm 
dhatuvyakhyane vipratipattir api nirastà veditavya (NS). 


The NS now turns to dispose of an incidental. objection to 
the Tarka argument employed by the Dvaita school that it would 
cut both the ways as the Siddhàntin is a Realist who holds 
that like Brhaman the external word is also real : Yadrsam 
Brahmanas sattvam tadrsam syajjagatyapi. 


The NS shows that there is no such possibility, because unlike 
in the case of the Advaita interpretation of the term "Prapanca" 
in the present contex, "Prapanca" is not understood in the sense 
of the panorama of the external world as suchin Dvaita philosophy, 
as used in the Mandukya text in question. The term "Prapanca" 
here has a different connotation and is not therefore open to 
the fallacies and difficulties which beset the Advaita interpretaion 


as we have seen. 


: The word "Prapanca" here, according to 


The NS explains 
e : Prapanco yadi Vidyeta 


us, is not used in the Upanisadic passag 
in the sense of the far-flung Universe of names and forms in 
all its ramifications, in which case alone the interpretation of 
d be riddled with all sorts of difficulties of Vyapti 
s a Tarka argument in which it is 
couched. As a matter of fact, according to our interpretation, 
"Pra-panca" here stands for a group of five eternal distinctions 
(bheda) involving the three eternal verities of Brahman, the Jivas 
and the world of matter (evolved from Prakrti). The Souls (Jivas) 
differ from one another and so do the various material principles 
(Jada-tattvas) and poth differ from Brahman. That adds up to 
a fivefold difference (Bheda-pancaka). That is what the term 


the verse woul 
and Viparyayaparyavasana a 
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"Pra-Panca" here means and stands for. The grammatical derivation 
of 'Pra"panca' as a group of five estimable distinctions is 
Pancanam vargah pancah prakrstah Pancah Pra-pancah. The 
estimability (Prakrstatà) consists in the fact of its constituting 
the saving knowledge about the relative status of the three principal 
distinctions and the metaphysical dependence of the Jivas and 
the Jadatattvas on the Supreme B for their being, becoming 
and functioning : Jive$varaprakrtyádi-nityánitya-svarüpabhütàh 
anadinityah (bhedapancakah). The grammatical derivation of 
'Pancah' is from the Sutra Pancad dasatau Varge và (Pan. V.1.60) 
which authorises the forms Pancat and dasat and Pancakah, 
dasakah. The formation "Pancah" is taken to be included by 
way of 'nipatana' a crysallied usage which has come to stay 
in language by learned usage (Abhiyuktaprayoga). 


Since the term "Vidyeta" has been Shown to be used in the 
text in the sense of Utpadyeta (meaning if it has had a genesis 
and not in the sense of "existing", there is no difficulty for 
the Dvaita interpretation in establishing a sound Vyàpti between 
what is subject to genesis (utpatti) and its destruction at a later 
date. The upshot of it all would be that the group of fivefold 
eternal distinctions (Pra-Panca) is neither ‘produced nor is it 


destroyed. It is beginningless and in-terminable : So yam Prapanco 
Bhedapacakah satyah anàdisca (NS). 


The contextual propriety of interpreting Prapanca in the sense 
of a fivefold eternal distinction is well brought out by the NS 
on the basis ofindisputable internal evidence of the text immediately 
preceding ‘Prapanca yadi vidyeta'. It deserves to be noted that 
in the text of the Mandukya Upanisad wherefrom the verses 
Pracanca yadi vidyeta and Vikalpo Vinivarteta are taken, the 
Jivas have been referred as having their source in Brahman 
: Sarvam janayati Pranah cetomsün Purusah 


e prthak (1.6) and 
Prabhavas sarva-bhavanam (1.4). 
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The Turya form of the lord is said to be the overlord of all 
Prabhavas (sarva-bhavanam). The use of the selective genitive 
in the text (sarva-bhavanam) establishes the supermacy of the 
Lord (Devah) over them. A careful reading of the text : 


Anadimayaya supto yada Jivah prabudhyate 
Ajam anidram asvapnam advaitam budhyate tada (i.16) 


which is immediately followed by Praparco vadi vidyeta would 
reveal that it makes a clear reference to the distinction between 
the existence, of Anadimaya which signifies both the Lords will 
(anadimaya) and Bhàvarüpa Ajnana and the Jivas (in the collective 
singular) as lying in a deep beginningless sleep and the eternal 
Supreme being (Aja) advaita one without a peer or a superior 
(samadhikarahita) watching over them unsleeping (Anidram).Thus, 
the three eternal distinctions are writ large on this very passage. 
The subordinate relation of Anadimaya to the Lord (who is not 
at all affected by it) unlike the Jivas stands out clearly. No one 
who takes a close look at the wording of this verse can miss 
the threefold distinction underlying their statement. 


Since all these three, the Aja, Anadimaya (Jada) and Jivas 
are given as Anadi at least three eternal distinctions emerge 
from the statement. Since Jivas are many (see the plural form 
Cetom&ün) the plural used for the Jivas in the text of the Upanisad 
and Anadimaya and the Aja Anidra B are also beginningless 
and eternal, a broad threefold distinction is inescapable. Taking 
into account the mutual distinctions among Jivas and the 


Jadatattvas of Prakrti, Time and space a pattern of Pancabheda 
has gotto be accepted without question. 


Jiva and Jadas were to be falsified 
at any time, Jivas would cease to be Cetanas and the Moksa. 
Sastra will have no one to cater to and would beceom a dead 
letter. Such will be the undesirable consequence in terms of 
Anistaprasanjana in construing 'nivarteta' inthe sense of sublation. 


emergesautomatically and 
If the difference between 
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There is no further need to labor the point. All this catastrophe 
will be averted if we agree to part company with the received 
Advaita interpretation of Prapanco yadi Vidyeta nivarteta and 
the second verse. If that is done, the third quarter of Prapanco 
yadi vidyeta : 'Mayamatram idam dvaitam' will fall into its proper 
place within a pattern of realistic thought in which the Jivatattvas 
and the Jadatattvas will be placed under the aegis of the Supreme 
B. The clue to such a realistic interpretaion of Mayamatram idam 
dvaitam is contained in one of the earlier verses in the context 
of Srsti-Cinta in the the same Upanisad, where while referring 
to various views on the subject of Creation of the world, we 
find a decisive view that the Creation of the world by the Lord 
is just an act of His will with effortless ease is met with /cchà 
matram Prabhos srstir iti srstau Viniscitàh. lt is easy to see 
that Icchamatram and Mayamatram read together express the 
same truth and shed new light on finding the way out of the 


impasse created by Prapanco yadiVidyeta nivarteta in the Advaita 
Interpretation. 


After taking all these facts into consideration, theAcarya offers 
an interpretaion of Mayamatram idam dvaitam which would not 
only be consistent with the reality of the fivefold distinctions, 
but would be in keeping with the context of thought and its 
continuity between the two halves of the given verse : Prapanco 
yadi vidyeta and Mayamatram idam dvaitam. 


The NS brings out this continuity between these two halves 
by showing how the term "Dvaitam" in the second half is the 
short form for Prapanca expressing the same meaning of 
"distinction" (bhedah) as such and not two different things or 
ideas. This important point is brought out by the NS with its 
marvellous insight, bringing out the logical thought link between 
the terms "Pra-Panca" and "Dvaitam" : Atra dvayor bhavah dvita 
Tayor dharmah dvaitam (Samanye napumsakam) prapanca 
sambandhastu prakaranallabhyate. Thus both the terms 'Pra-panca' 
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and 'Dvaitam' refer to the same idea of "distinction" in essence. 
As this basic distinction running thro the three eternal verities 
willed into existence and sustained by the lord the Aja Anidra 
one without an equal or a supreior, it is referred to as 
"Mayamatram". The phrase mayamatram is thus intended to signify 
the philosophical truth : 

Mayaya Bhagavadicchaya mitam tratam ca Mayamatram 
The gramatical details of the derivation are given by the NS 
as Man Mane train palane ityabhyam ghanarthe kavidhanam iti 
Karmani kapratyaye Mayamatram iti bhavati. It will be seen that 
matram is derived in this explanation from two roots man and 
train taken together with Maya carrying the sense of God's will 
(Isvareccha), which we have seen in one of the earlier verses 
describing the various creation theories that/echamatram Prabhoh 
srstih is the considered opinion of Cosmologists /ti srstau 
Viniscitah. Thus Icchàmátram and Mayamatram are almost 
synonymous and that the creative activity of B. is a consicious 
act (buddhipürvaka) in terms of its creation and maintainance 
(pàlanam). Instances of words derived from more than one root 
taken together are often met with inYaska's Nirukta and precedents 
cited from earlier Etymologists, by Yàska himself. The NS itself 
cites a parallel : Adi-bhübhyàm dutac from the Unadi Sütras 
where the word 'adbhuta' is derived from the two roots 'ada 
bhaksane and 'bhü. The current texts of the Unadi Sütras however 
read Adibhuvo dutac with ‘adi’ as an ‘upapada’. However Yadupati 
Acarya in his gloss on the NS not only points out that the reading 
given by the NS is not only found in some Mss. but also that 
there is no ‘upapada’ such as 'ad. The application of the ruling 
'Ghañarthe ka-vidhánam' for shortening of the final vowel of 
the root ‘tra’ into ‘tra’ in (Matram) is also justified by the 
commentaries on the NS. Yadupatyacarya also points out that 
as cases of derivation of words witha single suffix of a combination 
of more than one root are very rare, later commentators on 
the Unadisütras have probably amended the original Unadi Sutra 


into Adibhuvo dutac. 
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The above interpretation of Mayamatram in terms of Maya 
Bhagavadiccha taya mitam (jnátam) tratam ca Mayamatram carries 
an in-built explanation that only what is really existing in time 
and space can be the object of God's knowledge and protection 

Na  hyavidyamáno  l$varaprajnávisayo  bhavati, 
bhrantatvaprasangat (NS). 


The words 'Advaitam paramarthatah' too will have to fall in 
line with the above findings, to be consistent with them and 
cannot go a different way. It would therefore be reasonable to 
interpret 'Advaitam' as the ONE (Brahman) which has neither 
an equal nor a Superior. This sense of 'Advaita' is already implicit 
in another text of the same Mandukya Upanisad : 

Advaitas sarvabhávànàm Devas turyo Vibhuh smrtah. The 
Lord Turya is without a peer ora superior among all the existents. 
Here, the use of the selective genitive (nirdharane Sasthi) 
Sarvabhavanam (madhye) Devah ‘advaitah, is intended, to 
distinguish the Lord from all other existents as the highest as 
establihed by the example given in the commentary on 
Pànini's sutra Nirdharane sasthi (ii, 3, 42). The black cow alone 
among all the rest yields plenty of milk would make this clear. 
In view of this internal evidence, it would be proper to construe 
‘Paramartha applied to B (advaitam prarmarthatah) in the sense 
of its being the highest (parama) knowable (artha) as in Narayanam 
mahajneyam Paramasca asau 'artha$ca and not in the Advaitic 


sense of all else being unreal (a-paramartha) - mithyà.. 


The suffix ‘tah’ after 'Paramartha' means "from the point of 
view of" the Lord being the highest knowable. The suffix “tah” 
is a substitute for the ablative case, an elliptical ablative standing 
for a suppressed gerundial form Called lyab-lope pancami in 
Sanskrit. Grammansasmighthe example Prasadat preksate (the 
King surveys the people moving in the Streets from his Palace, 
meaning by going to the top floor of the Palace (pragadam 
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aruhya preksate)The NS also suggests that it can also be construed 
in the locative sense (saptamyarthe tasih) meaning 'in the sense 
of the locative : as Uttamarthe visaye. 


The next verse Vikalpo vinivarteta is also cast in the form 
of a Tarka argument subject to Viparyaya-paryavasana meaning. 
if the fivefold eternal distinction were only imagined to exist 
by some one (kena cit kalpitah), it will be negated. It is not 
so negated, therefore it is not imagined but is a reality. The 
misconception the fivefold distinctions are not real persists only 
so long as the truth about its nature is not known : Dvaitam 
na vidyata iti tu Tattve ajnate sati bhavati (NS.) 


VACARAMBHANA SRUTI 
I 


The Parinamavadin explains the significance ofVacarambhanam 
Vikáro nàmadheyam Mrttiketyeva satyam as follows : The teaching 
given by Uddalaka to his son by way of explanation of the statement 
'By knowing which all else so far unknown becomes known, 
the un-understood becomes understood conveys the idea that 
as the outcome of the transformation of B. the son Svetaketu 
laboring under the impression that the material cause and effect 
are different and concluding therefore that the knowledge of 
something different from a given thing cannot produce or give 
the knowledge of a different thing, questions his father, How 
can that be, Sir ? In reply to his son's doubt the father makes 
it clear that a material cause and it effect are one and the 
same thing. The world is also non different from B. To illustrate 
it analogies based on worldly experience of the identity of clay 
and its products etc. are given to show the possibility of knowing 
the latter. By knowing a lump of clay all that is of the nature 
of clay is known. All modifications are therefore just a name 
or matter of words. That it is only clay is the truth. But the 
son still asks. If the cause and its effect are non-different, how 
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can the latter be called its 'effect'? This question in the mind 
of the son is answerd by the father pointing’ out that since all 
practical activity carried thru the sense organs such as of Speech, 
all objects coming under the purview of verbal and other forms 
of reference are but the different names of the causal Stuff. 
That it is only all clay is the truth. the aspect of clay is alone 
real. All products of clay are real only in that mode. 


The Vivartavadin's explanation is this : Having posited that 
by knowing one all else is known and having given analogies 
to make it clear such as just as by knowing a lump of clay 
as the reality of the essence of clay all products of clay such 
as a pot are known by virtue of being of the essence of clay, 
because modification into an effect is only a name. It is said 
to be real by words, such as a pot or a pitcher. But in point 
of fact, there is no such thing as a modification. The socalled 
modification is just a name and it is unreal. Only clay is the 
truth. So too in the case Brahman and the world. 


The Parinamavadin's interpretation of Vacarambhanam vikaro 
namadheyam ... is — For purposes of appropriate transactions 
to be accomplished by the organ of Speech or other senses, 
the modifications of the Substance and their names are availed 
of by the original substrate viz Clay itself: 


Vikarah (ghatadi) namadheyam ca vaca vakpurvaka 
(Jaladyaharanaya) arabhyata (alabhyate) sprsyate 


mrddravyena 
Original text 
y are placed 


In this above interpretation, the three words of the 
are not satisfactorily connected Syntactically as the 
in apposition, without going in for long winded importation of 
words and phrases in between, to make them yield the sense 
desired by the Parinamavadin. This is a liberty taken with the 
text as it is worded. This interpretation has also to incorporate 
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aconjuctive particle (ca) afterVikarah and nàmadheyam to convey 
the desired sense that both the form of the pot and the name 
pot are "touched" by the causal substance of clay. 


The explanation offered for the presence of the particle iti 
after 'mrttikà' is also untenable, if it is intended to establish 
that both the cause and the effect are of the same substance. 
The Parinamavadin's explanation of iti is that it refers to the 
aspect of clay (prakarartha) which is irrelevant as it is "clay" 
as such which operates as the material cause and notits aspect 
of clay (prakarartha). Moreover if the Parinamavadin should hold 
the conclusion 'Mrttiketyeva satyam' is justified in his view because 
the "being' of the effect (satta) is the same as that of the cause, 
it would be jumping to conclusions without basis. For his adversary 
whom he is to convince, holds that the cause and the effect 
have their own Svarupasatta which is distinct in each case. 
He will therefore have to rely on being in general 
(sattasamanya) in its universal aspect, which is present in all 
things also other than the products of clay under reference. 
But to try to establish identity between clay and its effect on 
that basis would be ridiculous like proclaiming that the horse 
and the butffalo are identical because they share in the same 
satta-samanya (being in its universal aspect). If the Parinamavadin's 
argument for identity is based on the ground of the dependence 
of the effect on the cause relying on the Vyapti that which is 
dependent on another for its genesis must be identical with it 
: Yad yadadhinasattakam tat tadabhinnam, it would be equally 
ridiculous; for the pot which owes its coming into being to the 
pot-maker is not identical with him. It is not also true that, that 
which "depends" on another is the same as that. Hence, the 
explanation of the suffix "iti" after "Mrttikà" cannot be accepted 
as intended to establish identity of cause and effect in terms 


of Brahman and the world. 


die Prakrtyadhikaranam 


The Vivartavadin's explanation of the promissory statement 
Ekavijnanena sarvavijnanam and the examples of knowledge of 
one clod of clay producing the knowledge of all that is made 
of clay, of one nugget of gold giving rise to the knowledge of 
all that is made of gold in the world (as the wording goes) 
as designed to establish the falsity of the Universe is not supported 
by the expressed sense of the words, as in the first place all 
products of clay in the world are not the effects of "one" clod 
of clay and so on as the wording goes, which raises a legitimate 
doubt whether a material cause and effect relation is at all 
contemplated by such illustrations. 


Anyway, the Vivarta interpretaion of this text has therefore 
to depend on the tail end Vacarambhanam vikaro namadheyam 
Mrttiketyeva satyam. The Acarya therefore takes up this part 
of the text for examination to see if it can bear the interpretation 
put upon it by the Vivartavadin. 


The term 'arambhana' inVacarambhanam means whatis brought 
into being (arabhyate ityarambhanam - bhave lyut) by speech 
sounds or the spoken words (vaca). Spoken words can only 
produce their 'meanings' but not concrete physical objects of 
the world whose reality is Sought to be negated by the Vivarta 
interpretation. Vacarambhanam may be treated as two different 
words or with vaca as the instrumental Singular of vak or as 
a feminine noun ending in a long vowel (yatha vaca 
nisadisa) or it may be taken as a Bahuvrihi compound (vaca 
arambhanam yasya tat) Either Way, the meaning is the same. 
The resultant meaning would be whateveris brought into existence 
by speech sounds orthe spoken Word. Such words would naturrally 
be impermanent (anitya). It would be Synonymous with what 
is meant by 'Vikara that which is Subject to change (vikriyata 
iti vikarah, karmani ghah). The latter is only explanatory of the 


former, a pleonasm as the NS so significantly brings out as 
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in Caksusa pasyati (He sees with his eyes (caksuh) the root 
meaning is embodied in the sense of "seeing) (caste rupam 
iti caksuh). Thus, by its etymological derivation Vacarambhanam 
Vikarah referring to the spoken words of human beings all over 
the world denotes the repertoir of language at the human level 
associated with their accepted meanings thro commonly agreed 
conventions among the users of the language. Such names (of 
objects) are in their very nature impermanent (anitya) because 
they derive their sanction thro linguistic convention of the users 
of those words. As such they are Sanketikam namadheyam as 
distinguished from the words of the sacred Sriptures which are 
considered to be Apauruseya, having no author and not man- 
made. That in effect would mean that words of ordinary worldly 
usage with meaning assigned to them by commonly accepted 
conventions arenot eternal and unchanging as their connotations 
also change, according to the impact of circumstances and needs 
of the times. In short, they are anityas (impermanent). As the 
term Vikàrah is a noun in the masculine gender in Sanskrit, 
there is no difficulty of concord in the appositional use of 
Vácárambhanam and Vikarah and namadheyam (as they are all 
of them 'niyatalingas') The sense of impermanence is in-built 
in the formation of the term Vikarah itsef. In contrast with these 
words of our spoken language, the Sruti cites an example of 
a word like "mrttika and calls it "Satyam" (eternal). This example 
embodies a linguistic and a philological analogy. While a word- 
form like 'mrttikà' of the Scriptural language is eternal (satyam) 
those of the spoken languages of the world are Vikaras (anitya) 
as already referred to. This can be seen from the examples 
of such dialectal forms of Mrttika as mati, mitti, mud. man mannu 
etc. 


Viewed in this new and refreshing light, the purpose of Cosmic 
Creation with which the Sad-Vidya itself opens, can be seen 
in its proper perspective, as has been pointed it by the 
Acarya - Tadvasatvajnapanartham eva Srstyuktih : (Bhagavatah) 
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pradhanyapratipatyartham srstyadesascaisa vistarah (AV). This 
has already been explained in its depth of thought and Shades 
of meaning and teleological significance earlier by the NS. (See 
P.ante) :Tasmat Paramesvari srstihsca gunajnarthetyuktam bhavati. 


This should dispel the patronising manner in which Advaita 
philosophy dismisses the creative activity of Brahman so Often 
described in the Upanisads at such great length that these 
recitals serve no Purusartha : Nahyayam srstyadiprapancah 
pratipipadayisitah. Nahi tat pratibaddhah kascit Purusarthah drsyate 
srüyate và. (SBSB i, 4, 14) which receives a fitting reply from 
the NS : Apurusárthatvát na Prapancasatyatayam 
tatparyam iti cenna. Satyajagannirmatrtvena Parameégvara 
Mahamahimajnapanasyaiva Purusarthahetutvat (NS). 


The Acárya's interpretation of "Mrttiketyeva satyam gains 


considerable weight from the way in which the Upanisadic text 


has affixed the particle "iti" after 'mrttika'. According to the 


grammatical rule Na veti vibhasa (Pan. i, 1, 44) the particle 


iti suffixed to a given word or group of words is to be understood 


to refer to its word - form (sabda-svarüpa), if it is used in an 


'arthaprakarana, a context of thought-content. It is to be construed 
as referring to its actual denotation if it is Suffixed to a given 


word used in a terminological context (sabdaprakarana). Now, 


So far as the present case is concerned there is no difference 
of opinion among the parties that the conte 


xt is Ekavijnanena 
Sarvavijnanam which is an 


'Arthaprakarana Tho! 'prakara' the 
mode or aspect of a given thing may also be one of the six 
meanings of "iti", it cannot be applied to the Vivarta interpretation 
of Mrttiketyeva Satyam, because it is "Mrttikà" as such on which 
the notion of ghata Sarava and so 9n are supeimposed as their 
adhisthana or substrate ang not on the aspect or mode 
(prakara) of Mrt. or Mrttva as Such. 
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The distinctive and contextually appropriate manner in which 
the Acarya has interpreted the supporting passage 
Vacarambhanam vikaro namadheyam etc as a lingusitc and a 
philological analogy loses none of its force, relevancy propriety 
and credibility to the times to which it relates and the beliefs 
then accepted in the Upanisadic period by society regarding 
the sanctity and preeminence of the language of the Srutis (Vedic 
Samskrit) and its vocabulary irrespective of any mental reservation 
modern scholarship may have on the subject of the ‘eternality 
of the Vedic Scriptures and the language of the texts and its 
vacabulary at this distance of time. What is pertinent to our 
present consideration is whether their acceptance and 
incorporation as part of a linguistic analogy to clarify a thesis 
of Ekavijnanena Sarvavijnanam jnàtaphalambhavati in the sense 
intended, is compatible with the beliefs and traditions of the 


times to which they relate. 


Another relevant point to be noted in connection with the 
Acarya's interpretaion of the word 'satyam' in Mrttiketyeva satyam 
in the sense of what is 'nitya' eternal is the internal evidence 
from the same Chan. Up. (VIII. 1.5) of the recorded use of 
'satyam" in the sense of nityam or immortal in a famous passage 
describing Brahman indwelling in the physical bodies of all other 
beings : Nasya jaraya etaj jiryate, na vadhena asya hanyate 
etat satyam Brahmapuram (Chan. Up. VIII-1.5). This text clearly 
hears out the point that the material bodies of other sentient 
selves are subject to decay and destruction while the Supreme 
B. in them is immune from death or destruciton and is therefore 
"Satyam" eternal and immortal. It would be farfetched to contend 
that the text intends only to establish that B. is "real" and existent. 
For, notwithstanding liability to growth, decay and destruction 


the material bodies of Jivas are actually existing in time and 


place and real enough tho not "eternal" The contrast intended 
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to be conveyed is between what is short-lived and impermanent 
and what is "eternal" and not between the "existent" and the 
non-existent (Satya and Mithya). 


The glaring defect and incompatibility of the Vivarta 
interpretation of these texts is that from its point of view, the 
repeated use of the word "eka" in all the three illustrations and 
of 'pinda' ‘mani’ "sarvam" in the other two suffer from the defect 
of their serving no purpose at all, as all products of clay or 
a nugget of gold wherever found are not certainly the effects 
of one clod of clay or one nugget of gold, as the wording of 
the text has it. Nor are these modifications "false". There is 
no justification to regard them as "superimposed" on their causal 
substance, even in a single instance... The Vivartaváda cannot 
get away with an explanation that the falsity of these modifications 
is going to be established by reasoning. We are within our rights 
to tell the Vivartavadin that in that case, they cannot be cited 
as settled andproven illustrations of superimposition. An illustration 
according to Logicians is that about which there is consensus 
among laymen and critics alike. The modifications of clay as 
pots and pans are borne out by uncontradicted perceptual evidence 
as really existing. Any reasoning trotted out to establish their 
falsity (Mithyatva) would be a travesty of reasoning Even a 
superimposition will not and cannot warrant the supposition that 
all modifications of clay anywhere and everywhere in the world 
are the superimpositions of one clod of clay. Hence the objection 
against the use of eka. mani, pinda and Sarvam in the wording 
of the text from the point of view of both Parinama and Vivartavada 
interpretations remain unanswerable. The plea of a minor 
terminological inexactitude cannot be accepted when a more 
viable interpretation of the text as its stands worded on the 
basis of primacy or Sadrsya are open to us. The third illustration 
of nail mars Nakhanikrntana gives the whole case away for 
both the Parinama andVivarta interpretations. For Nakhanikrhtana 
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is itself a product of iron and is not the cause of any other 
modification real or superimposed.There is acomplete breakdown 
of all Karyakaranabhava between cause and effect real or imaginary 
in this illustration. An attempt has been made to wriggle out 
of the difficulty by suggesting that the illustrations are intended 
to show that the ultimate cause of all such superimposed 
appearances is one (the Brahman) The use of words like pinda, 
mani is to indicate that the ultimate cause is "moving towards 
the superimposed effects (karyabhimukhatva) and 'Sarva' refers 
to the multiplicity of the superimposed appearnces. If such were 
the reason it should have been incorporated in the originative 
text (darstantikavakya) of the upanisad itself at the beginning, 
which can be extended to the illustratations following, which 
would be the proper procedure. Moreover, in the first two illustrations 
of clay and gold, there is at least à semblance of material cause 
and effect relations between the pairs named. But the third 
illustration of nail scissors is a total misfit, as has already been 
pointed out.. Suffice it to say that it is a clear case of 
Drstantoparodha as against Drstanta Anuparodha claimed by 
the very opening sūtra of Badarayana of this adhikarana. Prakrtisca 
pratijná-drstánta-anuparodhàt, which by itself throws all the 
Parinama and Vivarta interpretations out of gear at one stroke 
and calls for a better choice of the Visayavakya and subject 
matter for the entire Prakrtyadhikarana as a whole. Surely, the 
Sütrakàra the Avatara of the Lord's Jnanasakti as the author 
of the Bhamati describes him, cannot have been SO dense as 
notto have realisedthe inevitability of breakdown of the illustrations 
to the thesis of Parinama or Vivartavada interpretations of his 
Sūtra Prakrtiéca drstantanuparodhat. 


Well then, if these illustrations are not intended to establish 
the thesis of Parinàma or Vivarta views of Brahman's causality 
of the Universe, what else can be their purport? The Acarya 
answers that it is to expound the primacy of knowing B in 
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all its glory and majesty, which alone can impart fulfilment of 
all other knowledge and preoccupations with Apara-vidyas of 
the finite world : Paratantraprameyam hi svatantra-Bhagavad- 
ayattataya viditam — nihsreyasaya  bhavati. Anytha 
Gangavalukaparigananavad aparthakamTattvajnànam syat, In this 
context it will the worth remembering and pondering over the 
significance of the Preamble to the Sadvidya itself in the Upanisad 
in which Svetaketu, even after gong thro a course of twelve 
long years of Scriptural study returns without knowing anything 
about the primacy of B in the Scriptures : Sarvan vedan adhitya 
anucanamani stabdha eyaya. We have seen the logical and 
textual difficulties which beset the interpretation of Ekavijnànena 
Sarvavijnanam from the point of view of the world of matter 
and spirits being a material modification of Brahman 
(Parinamavada) or of the world being a superimposition on B. 
An explanation of the thesis of Ekavijanena sarvavijnanam on 
the basis of the primacy of Brahman thro'a medicum of resemblance 
in respect of the reality of the world and the metaphysical 
dependence of the entire world of sentient and insentient beings 
and entities of the Universe on the one Supreme Being called 
Brahman for their being (satta), for their knowledge or knowability 
(pratiti) as the case may be and the functioning capacity (pravrtti) 
which, we have seen, is not open to any of the logical and 
exegetical difficulties of the Parinama and Vivarta explanations, 
has better claims to acceptance as being in complete harmony 
with the very commencement of the Sadvidya with the theme 
of Cosmic Creationas the outcome of the exercise of its intelligent 
and purposive will (tad aiksata) by the Supreme B. which will 
be entirely out of gear with the absolutely passive role of B. 
in the Vivartavada interpretation, in which B is the silent passive 


Substrate of Superimposition (bhramádhisthatva) of some one 
else's ignorance! 
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Unlike in the other two interpretations of the three illustrations 
of Uddálaks, which are mere repetitions of the same idea (of 
material transformation, these three examples in their Dvaita 
interpretation present distinct angles and of approach which do 
not overlap. 


Yatha mrtpindavijnanat sadrsyat Sarvamrnmayah 
Vijnayante tatha Visnoh sadrsyaj Jagad eva ca 
Yatha svarnaparijnanat Sarvalohamayastatha 
Pradhanyad Visnu vijnanat Vijnatam syaj Jagat sada 
Atyalpepi hi vijnate sadrse tadrsam bahu 
Jnayate nakhakrntanya yatha sarvam ayomayam 
Kimu Visnor bahor jnanad atyalpam Jagad idrsam? 
(M. Chan. Up. Bhasya) 


In short, these illustrations are based on different grounds of 
resemblane, primacy and preeminence of B in relation to the 
world. The example of nail -cutter which is a misfit in both 
Parinàma and Vivarts views (as we have seen) has a distinct 
point to make that when even so insignificant a thing like a 
nail cutter is able to lead to the understanding of many others 
of the same stuff, how much more should the knowledge of 
the greatness of B. and its relation to the cosmos be able to 
tellus aboutthe nature and extent of the metaphysical dependence 
of the Cosmos on its Creator and how such knowledge would 
enable us to understand the place of the Apara-Vidyas in their 
proper perspective as subsidary to Paravidya — which Svetaketu 
had evidently utterely ignored or neglected or missed to study 
in his Gurukula for twelve long years and yet prided himself 
on having known all that was worth knowing in the Vedic legacy. 
(Sarvàn Vedan adhitya Mahámanáh anucanamani Stabdha 


eyaya). 


Still a Pürvapaksa interrupts th 
connection between such an explana 
teaching about the primacy of knowled 


at there seems to be no logical 
tion about the supposed 
ge of B as the source 
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of all existence, knowledge, knowability and funcitoning of aj 
that exists in the world to warrant such an interpretation of the 
thesis of Ekavijnanena sarvavijnanam, as proposed by the 
Acarya in place of Parinamavada and Vivartavada interpretations 
of Vacarambhana Sruti, as the corollary of the proposition 
Ekavijnanena sarvavijnanam. The Acarya answers this objection 
by pointing out that the whole purpose of initiation of Cosmic 
creation with which the Sadvidya beginsis to highlight the majesty 
of B as the source of all finite reality, its being, becoming and 
functioning, which finds reiteration in the concluding part of the 
Sadvidya, by way of a summing up : 


Aitadatmyam idam sarvam 
Pradhanyapratipattyartham srstyadescaisa vistarah 


The NS explains that the term adi in Srstyadeh used by the 
Acarya is intended to direct attention to so many other attributes 
of B. such as its being the sole surviver in Mahapralaya, when 
entire Universe lies submerged inastate of suspended animation. 
The preamble refers to the Supreme B. taking thought and 
creating the primal substances of Tejo'banna, their Trivrtkarana, 
paving the way for the evolutionary chain. 'Brahman' role in 
sustaining life of creatures in the state of Sthiti is highlighted 
by the illustration of Uddalaka in the Tattvamasi prakarana of 
the mighty tree withering away when the Lord as the Jiva-Atman, 
the life-giving principle departs from the tree — (Jiva), the 
immanence of B in the Jiva like salt dissolved in water, the 
Jivatman resting in Paramatman in the state of Susupti and 
sadhaka Jiva being guided by a competent Guru to reach his 
abode in Brahman like the traveller who has lost his way to 
Gandhara, being helped by a kindly passer by.Thus, the concluding 
part of Sadvidyà properly understood will be seen to embody 
many of the eightfold dispensations of the world of Jivas such 


as Srsti, sthiti, pralaya bandha, jnana, ajnana, niyamana and 


Moksa. B's entry into its creations to sustain them from within, 
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in the text of the Taitt. Up. Tat srstvà tad eva anupravisat, which 
has its parallel in the Sadvidya in Anena Jivena atmana anu 
prabhütah pepiyamano modamanastisthati. There is thus 
overwhelming evidencein the entire Sadvidya Prakarana to justify 
the Acarya's finding that its purpose is to highlight the supreme 
majesty of B. as the Sattapratiti-pravrttinimittam of the whole 
Cosmos of finite reality and it is this great philosophical truth 
that is embodied in the thesis of Ekavijnanena Sarvavijnanam, 


as interpreted and expounded by the Acàrya. 
CONCLUSION 


The representation of B. as the material cause of the Universe 
by the Parinamavadins makes a poor show beside the Acàrya's 
exposititon of B. as the one Sarvasattapratitipravrttinimittam. Being 
amaterial cause does not and cannotserve so many all-important 
purposes in the life and career of the Jivas for whom 
Moksasástra of the Upanisads is intended and nof for the 
Jadaprapanca! A material cause cannot function as an intelligent 
cause, acting with a will, a design and a purpose. Worse is 
the fate of Brahman in a Vivartavada, where B as the mere 
Substrate (adhisthana) of a huge Cosmic Illusion, can neither 
produce nor create anything in reality, with intelligence and 
forethought (tad aiksata). Vivartavada is not exactly a tribute 
ora compliment to Brahman or its powers, primacy, majesty 
or intelligence. /t is an aberration of thought running amok". 
No wonder the Acarya concludes : 


Tasmat kenàpi margena na Vivartamatam bhavet 


Drawing out the nuances of thought behind this brief statement 


of the Acarya, the Nyayasudha writes : “Vivartavada is absolutely 
unsustainable from any philosophical point of view — be it ig 
terms of (1) its Brahman being the abode (aéraya) of Avidya 


or (2) of Jiva being the aéraya of Avidyà or (3) in terms of 


Ekajiva-ajnanavada; or (4) of Bahujiva-Ajnanavada or 
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(5) Brahmajnanavada; or (6) by its competence to refute rival 
theories or (7) establish its own position or (8) being judged 
in the light of logical satisfyingness or (9) On the basis of a 
critical study and assessment of its Scriptural appeals. 


So numerous are its drawbacks, that we have to stop with 
drawing attention to a few major defects and leave the rest to 
be understood by extension of reference. It would only tire the 
- reader to go thro all of them. Some may even turn away from 
their interminable details and the very purpose of our critical 
examination may be defeated by diving into more details. So 
we refrain from futher elaboration. 


Constructively speaking, the correct philosophical position would 
be to accept that Brahman's role in Cosmic Creation is analogous 
to a father's as an intelligent efficient cause, with Prakrti at 
its disposal as the material cause, evolving the Universe from 


its unmanifested state to a manifest one (Pacyamsca sarvan 
parinamayed Yah (Svet. Up.) 


Icchamatram Prabhos srstih. Buddhipürvakam agramah Kurute. 
The Supreme does everything without any sign of fatigue or 
distraction. So wondrous and manifold are its activities. This 
point has been brought to light in the Antaryàm -adhi. The 
Sutra 'Adhikam tu bhedanirdegat (il, 1, 23) emphasises the 
point that the acceptance of B. as the 'Apadana-Karana 
(instead of Upadana-karana) puts B, beyond all liabilities to fatigue, 
distraction or change of authentic being. Brahman is therefore 
neithersa Wantslouni nam causainorsalpasciveteubetraie: of 
Somebody's or its own Ignorance or Superimposition! 


gauss the sole purpose of the illustrative Samanvaya of the 
entire Sastra In. Bsis\tolbring out andiexpound the unsurpassed 
glory and majesty of Brahman and its boundless perfections. 
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With this elucidation of the subject of Mahasamanvaya, following 
in the footsteps of the great Acarya and his crisp and condensed 
exposition, we conclude our treatment of the 
Samanvayadhyaya. 


Lat FÍT, | 


b > of 





1. Contrast - Sacca tyaccabhavat iti vakyad api na Brahmno 
Jagadbhava agankaniyah. Pürvasrste pascat pravistasya 
tadbhava ayogat (TDP. 1.4.27) 


2. Autsargikakaryapavada nirasakasyapi dosabhavasya hetutve idam 
autsargikam idam apavadakam iti vyavasthityayogat. (T. T.) 


3. Mayavada is not a derogatory term. It is the official designation 
of the school as referred to by Vacaspati in his Bhamati 
(B. S. Il 4. 28-29) 
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Review of "Concept of Liberation in Madhva Vedanta and its 
Criticism" by Prof. Ashok Kumar Lad, Head of the Department 
of Philosophy, TRS College, Rewa (M.P.) in his comparative study 
of the concept of Liberation in Indian Philosophy, published by 
Giridhar Lal, Keshavdas Chowk, Berhampur (M.P.) 1967. 


Writers and book makers who undertake comparative study 
of the performance of different system - builders of Vedanta, 
are expected to be well acquainted with theirTaxts and Traditions, 
before venturing to pass hasty and superficial judgments about 
them and also to desist from playing tricks with evidence to 
suit their preconceived notions. Unfortunately, this is not the 
case with Prof. Lad's critique of the "Concept of Liberation in 
Madhva Vedanta" as we find it in his above mentioned work, 
which therefore calls far a rejoinder in the interest of setting 
right the record, so far as M'S system is concerned. 


1) P. 155. The very first statement of Prof. Lad that according 
to M., unlike in the case of B., "In the case of individual souls 
the action is different from the agent. Knowledge from the knower, 
the qualities from the sustance" is wholly wrong. This has 
been clarified by J. in his M.G.T. XI, 15 quoted by me in my 
Philosophy of Madhva (P. 74) that the Iccha Sakti, Jnana Sakti 
and Kriya Sakti of souls are Savisesa - Abhinna " from their 
personality and not absolutely different. Read — 


Cetane Kascid Viseso Jayate. Kascid Nityah iti. Evam Viseso 
api dvividho bhavati. Cetanadravyátmakatvena Nityasyapi 
Visesasya Vyaktivisesa vivaksaya jananoktisambhavat. Cetanah 
karoti bhunkte gacchati tyatra karana-gamana-Bhojana- 
visesah. Vyakti-avyakti yutah, Saktirupena Nityah Vyaktirupena 
jayante. Te dvividha api visesina atyanta-abhinnah. 
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2) P. 157. "M. divides individual souls into three broad divisions 
: a) Nitya, (b) Mukta (c) Baddha." As all souls are equally eternal 
(Nitya) in Vedanta this characterisation of some souls as Nitya 
is wrong. The proper classification according to Madhva is 
Nitya-Mukta (Lakshmi). b) Samsarat - Muktah. c) those still in 
Bondage. The last is subdivided into Mukti-Yogyah Nityasamsarins 
and Tamoyogyas. 


3) P. 157 "The threefold clasasification of souls according to 
M and the concept of their svarupa - Bheda are based on three 
Gunas of Prakrti of the Sankhya System." 


This is a complete perversion of M's position. This threefold 
classification of souls by M is based on their intrinsic difference 
of fitness of essence Svarupa Yogyata which is part of their 
nature and individuality in the last analysis. As the souls are 
all Cetanas, the three gunas of Prakrti which is an insentient 
principle (Jada) can never be conceived as part of their Svarupa. 
Nowhere have M. or his commentators stated that the threefold 
classification of selves in his philosophy is based on oris influenced 
by the doctrine of Trigunas of Prakrti or has anything to do 
with them. The intrinsic nature of souls is said to be sattivka. 
Rajasa or Tamasa as the case may be, in the system. This 
similarity of nomenclature has been responsible for the false 
notion that M's doctrine of souls is based on the three gunas 
of Prakriti. The Sattvika, Rajasa and Tamasa are the essence 
of the three kinds of Sraddhas, intrinsic disposition of the Jivas, 
outlined in Chapter XVII of the Gita (XVII.2.3). 


Trividhà bhavati sraddha dehinam sa Svabhavaja 
Sattvànurüpa Sarvasya Sraddhà bhavati Bharata 
Yo yacchraddhah Sa eva sah. 


The different kinds of Sraddhas are part and parcel of 


the distinctive nature of those who fall under the respective 
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types. They are their svrupadharmas expressing themselves, 
ultimately, qualifying them for different goals: Sraddhamayo ayam 
purusah. Yo yacchraddhah Sa eva sah. 


The term maya in Sraddhàmaya carries the sense of identity 
of essence (tadatmya) as in chinmaya. The Gita emphasises 
the fact that these different types of Sraddhas (a difficult word 
to translate precisely) which may be equated with each one's 
mental moral and spiritual nature which expressess itself in 
accordance with one's sattva : 


Satvànarupa Sarvasya Sraddha bhavati. But what exactly does 
the term Sattva signify in this context? It cannot be the same 
as one of the three gunas of Prakriti called Sattva, for the simple 
reason that all of them are present in each and every substance 
in varying proportions and since Sattva is present in all types 
of individuals all of ihem will be entitled to liberation without 
exception. That would contradict the statement of Gitacarya - 
"Those of Sattvic nature alone go up, the Rajasa stay in the 
middle and the Tamasas go down abysmally" (Gita. XIV. 18). 
We are thus obliged to construe the term Sattva in Sattvanurupa 
in a different sense. Acharya M understands this Sattva in 
Sattvanurupa in the sense of the Jivasvarupa as such : Sattvam 
Cittam, Caitanyam (M.G.B.) Cittam, Caitanyam Jiva itiYavat (MGT). 
According to Amarakosa the term Sattva means a sentient being 
: Sattvam astrisu jantusu and this usage is borne out by Kalidasa's 
Raghuvamsa:"Unam na Sattvesu adhiko babadhe, Vanyàn vinesyan 
iva dustasattvan. In his Lectures on the Gita Aurobindo Ghosh 


has expressed his agreement with this interpretation, when he 


renders the term Sraddhà as the "stuff of ones being" or the 


core of ones being in essence, which comes to the same thing 
as Jivasvarupa. 


It should therefore be clear that there is ample evidence in 
favor of M's interpretation of Satttva in Sattvanurupa trividha 
Sraddha which justifies his threefold classification of Souls in 
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essence. It will thus be seen that M. himself has nowhere held 
that his classification of souls is modelled on or derived from 
the doctrine of three gunas of the Prakriti of the Sankhyas. 
What right then does Prof. Lad have to resort to a suppressio 
Veri and a suggestio falsi or echo someone else's misplaced 
conjecture? Does this measure up to the standards of "Research", 
we expect from our 'scholars'? 


Page 159. The Prof observes that "M. does not split the passage 
Tattvam asi as it is done by all other Vedantins but as Atattvam 
asi and comes to the conclusion that this Mahavakya shows 
the difference between the individual souls and B. "This is only 
a half truth. M has also adhered to the other reading Tattvamasi 
in his G. T. where he shows that Tattwamasi is only a corollary 
from the preceeding conclusion Aitadatmyam idam sarvam - 
All this (universe of matter and Souls) has the supreme B as 
its inner ruler (‘Atma’) - (Aitadatmyam) meaning you are also 
"that" namely Aitadatmyam — the Tat referring back merely to 
the abstract form of the antecedent in the neuter, by way of 
perfect concord. R. has also pointed out Tat Tvam Asi is not 
the main proposition but an extension of the conclusion 
(Aitadatmyam) of what has already been established, to Svetaketu 
also. Anyhow there is no grammatical objection to M's splitting 
as Atat-tvam Asi as itis a case of Savarnadirgha Sandhi between 
Sa 'Atma and Atat Tvam Asi. This splitting is in full agreement 
with the spirit of every one of the nine illustrations in support 
of the thesis, provided by the text-which is the crucial point 
to be considered in this context.Even the author oftheAdvaitasiddhi 
finds himself in desperate straits to explain these illustrations 
in favor of identity and goes to the extent of saying that the 
illustrations are neutral to both the reality of difference or identity.’ 
No modern scholar dealing with Tattvam Asi has so far looked 
into this question from the point of view of the applicability 
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of the illustrations to the thesis of identity. The tendency has 
been to make light of them or to escape facing the problem 
by facile pleas such as that analogies do not run on all fours. 


To the Advaitin both bondage and liberation are unreal and 
have no existence in fact. So where is the problem for philosophy? 
where is the need for the Upanisads to enjoin that the seeker 
shall hear, reason and meditate? The transition from Suddha 
Brahman to Jivatman remains unexplained and inexplicable in 
Advaita. Its B. being Nirvisesa, Ajnana could notpossibly obscure 
some aspect of B. and let the other aspects to be self - shining 
(Svaprakasa). The onset of Ajnana on B. is inexplicable and 
inexplicability is a merit and not a defect for the Advaitin 
Durghatvam avidyayah bhusanam na tu dusanam. There is 
no consensus in Advaita about the number of jivas recognised 
by it.There are Eka Jiva Vadins who hold there is only one 
original hypothetical self, the product of whose original ignorance 
the remaining are. There are others who hold that there are 
many empirical selves. Some others like Vacaspati opine that 
the original B. itself obscured by Avidya transmigrates and 
gets liberated: Brahmaiva Avidyaya Samsarati mucyate ca. The 
Vivarana lists as many as six divergent views, If that be so, 
you and | need not bother about /iberation at all. It would be 
a waste of energy, so far as Advaita iS concerned. 


There is clear evidence is B. S. that it is the Supreme B. 
itself that brings about the bondage of the selves and theirliberation. 
Parabhidhyanat tu tirohitam tato hyasya bandhaviparyayau (iii.2.5). 
The Svetasvatara Up, also says Samsara Moksa Stithi 
bandhahetuh. Sankara interpolates in between the actual words 
of the Sutra. M's position that neither karma nor Ajnana or time 
or the three gunas of Prakrti which are all insentient can possibly 
be accepted as the cause of bondage of souls Stands to reason. 
What is wrong then if the Supreme being's will is accepted as 
the source of obscuration and liberation of the souls from bondage? 
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After all, B. is an Independent Reality (Svatantra). S. himself 
in his (B. S. B. Il. 1.21) has endorsedthe view that no Independent 
Being who is not subject to another's will would ever be foolish 
enough to construct a prison house and enter into it and stay 


there. Nahi Kascid Aparatantrah bandhanagaram atmanah krtvà 
anupravisati. 


As between Advaita B. and M.'s B. the former turns out to 
be a victim of its own folly, while the Dvaita view of B. is at 
the most that of a benevolent Despot for whom Creation has 
a teleological purpose. Which of these two alternatives would 
be wise for us to accept? Even the great Advaita commentator 
Sridhara Svamin on the Bhagavata tells us : 


Bandhako bhavapasena bhavapasacca mocakah 
Kaivalyadah param Brahma Visnureva Sanatanah. 


What has Prof. Lad to say to him? 


P. 165 "What is most objectionable in the philosophy of M. 
ishis theory of Eternal Damnation (of some Souls). Some modern 
scholars mostly Missionaries have derived it independently." But 
the existence of Andham tamas and its denizens has been 
recognised by the Isa Up. andis expressly confirmed by some 
passages in the R.V. and is expressly articulated in B.G. by 
Krsna : 


Ksipami ajasram asubhan 
Asurisveva yonisu 


Mam aprapyaiva tato yanti adhamam gatim (XVII. 19) 


The Hindu Scriptures are admittedly centuries earlier than 


the birth of Christainity or Islam. 

d to the threefold classification of Souls in M's 
arupayogyata of Souls as taught 
it will be seen that the theory is 
f the internal evidence of 


Having regar 
philosophy based on the Sv 
in Sattvavanurupa Sraddha, 
explicable as the logical corollary o 
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the ancient Hindu Scriptures. The yawning difference between 
M's theory and the Christian dogma of eternal Damnation lies 
in the fact that in Christianity God creates the Souls brand 
new at the time of their conception and it is the fiat of His 
will, which predestines some to eternal Hell - which is adding 
insult to injury. On the other hand all the Jivas in Indian philosophy 
are Eternal like God himself. No Jiva is created for the first 
time. So, if some souls get damned to Andham Tamas, it is 
their own doing. It is a case of self - damnation rather than 
Damnation by an outside agency. Here lies the fundamental 
difference between the two conceptions. Critics of M. seem to 
wantonly suppress this crucial difference between the two 
conceptions to throw stones at M. It is to be hoped that Prof. 
Lad will not go on repeating this charge hereafter against M. 


Objecting to R. Nagaraj Sarma's argument - "If there can 
be eternal Heaven why can there not be an eternal Hell also" 
Prof. Lad puts in that according to Puranic Writers Heaven 
(Swarga) is only a temporary Stage. But it is clear from the 
context that Nagaraja Sarma has used the term Heaven and 
Hell in the Christian connotation : Our Father which art in 
Heaven and not in its limited sense of Svarga of the Puranas. 
If the author of the Gita was in agreement with Prof. Lad's 
views of Indian optimism and believed that "all Souls are eligible 


for liberation because they are B. essentially" (P.165) how could 


Lord Krishna have dared to declare : Asurim Yonim apanna 


mam aprapyaiva adhamam gatim Yanti (Gita - XVII.19)? 


Concluding his 'research' Work, Prof. Lad says on P. 165 


"M. represents the first stage in the logical development of 


Vedanta and the Second stage is represented by the Bheda- 
Abhedavadins and the third stage by Ramanuja and the highest 
stage by Sankara". 
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Unfortunately for the Prof., chronologically M. comes after 
S., Bhaskara, Ramanuja and the Sacchakti - Parinama Vadins, 
the Brahmaparinamavadins and the Brahma Vivarta Vada of 
Sankara and its development at the hands of Vacaspati and 
Vivaranakara. As such M. should have had ample opportunities 
for studying and scrutinizing all their philosophical positions and 
subjecting them throughgoing examination before rejecting them 
all and propounding his own position. It is on record that M. 
and J. have carefully gone through the theories of S. Bhaskara, 
Ramanuja and others and refuted them in the interest of 
propounding a viable alternative to theirs. 


We may remind the Prof.that Chronological priorities among 
philosophers is no acid test of the soundness of the prior to 
the posterior : Puranam ityeva na sadhu sarvam! 


The Prof.'s scheme of relation among these philosophers would 
be like putting the cart before the horse. Even the author of 
Advaitasiddhi says he found the Nyayamrta of Vyasa Tirtha a 
hard nut to crack (Racità atiyatnatah.) The evaluation of Vadiraja 
seems to hit the nail on the right head. 


Pürvah pürvah purvapakash Yavan Madhvamatodayah 
Ante siddhastu siddhanto Madhvasya Agama eva hi 


p d $ 


1. For an upto date and exhaustive discussion of the whole problem 
of Tattvamasi, read my Mahatatparya of Mahavakyas and 
other Advaita Srutis (Anandatirtha Pratisthana of ABMM, 


Bangalore - 28, 1999.) 


306 Appendix - Il 


APPENDIX - Il 
SRI SATYADHYANA TIRTHA (1913-42) 
(Reproduced from my 
History of Dvaita School of Vedanta) 


The most active and zealous of the Pontiffs of our own time, 
was Sri Satyadhyana Tirtha, the illustrious Svamiji of the 
Uttaradi Mutt. He succeeded to the Pontificate in 1913. He had 
wide experience of the administration of the Mutt, for many years 
as Dewan of the Mutt. He was a distinguished Naiyayika at 
the age of nineteen. He was a shrewd judge of men and matters. 
He had a keen sense of humor and had a ready way of putting 
every one at ease with him. He was always accessible to students, 
scholars and those interested in philosophical problems. He 
appreciated Sastric learning wherever it was found, irrespective 
of sectarian affiliations. He had a knack of discovering hidden 
talent in the younger generation and inspired many young scholars 
who had taken University degrees in Sanskrit and Philosophy 
with a zest for research work in Vedanta. | still remember vividly 
the thrilling experience of my own first meeting with him in 1929 
and many others regularly in subsequent years. 


He championed the cause of Dvaita Vedanta for more than 
a quarter of a century and made a deep and lasting impression 
on the world of traditional scholarship in Vedanta, by his tours 
and disputations and by his publications, distributed free all round. 
He was an untiring propagandist, acknowledgedly the best debater 
of his days and almost a terror to his adversaries in philosophical 
polemics. At the famous Dvaita-Advaita debate at Kumbakonam 
in 1929-30, he made history by engaging some of the veteran 
scholars of Advaita headed by Mm. Anantakrishna Sastri and 
forcing them all to retreat in despair. Two eminent Svamis of 
the Udupi Mutts and several eminent Pundits had studied Madhva 
Sastra under him. 
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He was the author of Candrikamandanam, refuting the critique 
of Candrika by Tiruvi$anallore Ramasubba Sastri. He got published 
many tracts, pamphlets and booklets in Hindi, Marathi, English, 
Tamil, Telugu and Kannada, relating to controversial polemics, 
such as Vedantic Civil Suit (in five vols. published in all the 
above-mentioned regional languages),  Gità-Vimarsa, 
Sabhasara-Samgraha etc. His Sanskrit works are Brahmasütra- 
Vimar$a Advaitabhrantipraka$a, etc. all of which have been 
published. He engaged leading men of his day like B. G. Tilak 
in philosophical debate; and founded a chair of Dvaita Vedà 
nta and an endowment for the publication of Dvaita works written 
by North Indian authors, at the Banaras Sanskrit College and 
edited Abhinavagada, Advaitakalanala and other controversial 
classics. It was at his initiative and inspiration that a splendid 
Marathi translation of Madhva's Brahmasütra-Bhasya, with the 
Tattvaprakasika of Jayatirtha, was published for the benefit of 
a large number of the followers of Madhva in Maharashtra proper. 
He gave sumptuous encouragement to scholars of all schools 
of thought and used to hold annual Sabhas of scholars at Tirupati 
and elsewhere, to examine and reward scholars in various branches 
of learning. He was the foremost of the Pontiffs of Hinduism. 
He travelled all over India many times, visiting great centres 
of traditional learning and places of religious importance like 
Banaras, Gaya, and Dwaraka in the north and places in the 
south. He passed away at Pandharpur in 1942. He created a 
country-wide revival of interest in Madhva Siddhanta and raised 
the prestige of the system in the estimation of the followers 
of other schools of Vedanta. He made a deep impression on 
by his magnetic personality and 


contemporary philosophical life, 
tedly, the 


by his untiring energy and drive. He was, undoub 
intellectual giant of his days. 
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OTHER PUBLISHED BOOKS OF THE AUTHOR 


Catus-Sutri Bhasya of Sri Madhvacharya with two unpub- 
lished commentaries. English Introduction and Notes, 
Foreword by Dr. S. Radhakrishnan, Law Journal Press, 
Chennai, 1934 (Now O. P) 


Madhva's Teachings in His Own Words. E. T. and anno- 
tations of 150 selections from the Sarvamula. Pub. Bharatiya 
Vidya Bhavan, Mumbai, 4th Edn. 1998. 


Philosophy of Sri Madhvacharya. Revised Second Edn. 
Motilal Banrasidass, Delhi, 1999. 


History of Dvaita School of Vedanta and Its Literature. 
Revised Enlarged Second Reprint Edition, (single volume) 
Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi, 2000. 


Lectures on Vedanta, Karnatak University, Dharwad, 1973. 


Brahmasutras and their Principal Commentaries of the three 
Major Schools ofVedanta of Sankara, Ramanuja and Madhva. 
First Edn. in three Vols. by Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, Mumbai 


(1971-76) Reprint Edn. in three vols. Munshiram Manoharlal, 
Delhi, 1986. 


Satyam eva Jayate. A Hagiological work, Sri Vyasaraja 
Mutt, Bangalore, 1984, 


Kannada Tr. of my History of Dvaita School of Vedanta 
and Its Literature. By Prof, Bharatiramanachar in two Vols. 
Dvaita Vedanta Studies and Research Foundation, 


Bangalore - 4, 1988, 1993. 
Madhva's Aupanisadam Darsanam. 


Dvaita Vedanta Studies and Research Foundation, 
Bangalore. 
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Brhadaranyaka Upanisad As Expounded by Madhvacarya. 
Dvaita Vedanta Studies and Research Foundation, 
Bangalore - 1988. 


English Translation of Sri Madhva's Gita Bhasya with Text. 
Ananda Tirtha Pratisthana, A. B. M. M., Bangalore - 28, 
1989. 


Aroor Srinivasa Rao Endowment Lectures on Dvaita 
Philosophy (1989-90 Madras University) 


Visvapriya-Vilasa Prabandha of Cochi Rangappacharya, 
Vadirajastaka etc. Editied with English Synopsis, Chennai, 
1992. 


Advaita Siddhi Vs Nyayamrta - An uptodate Critical 
Re-Appraisal. Ananda Tirtha Pratisthana, A. B. M. M. 
Bangalore - 28, 1994. 


Numerous miscellaneous works, Research Papers, Articles 
and Introductions to various Publications of other Scholars 
and Institutions. 


Two outstanding Contributions of Dvaita Thought to Indian 
Epistemology. Narasimhacarya Endowment Lectures. (Pub. 
Journal of Oriental Research, Kuppusvami Sastri Research : 
Institute, Chennai 1991) 


Nyayasudha of Jayatirtha Pancadhikarani, English render- 
ing with Foreword by Prof. Edwin Gerow. 
Raghavendra Ashram, 56/10, 8th Main, Malleswaram, 
Bangalore - 560 055 (1995). 


Maha Tatparya of Mahavakyas and other Advaita Srutis. 
Ananda Tirtha Pratisthana, Bangalore - 28, 1999. 


Vijayindra Vijaya Kavya of Madhva Kavi. 
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